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As  Standing  Board  of  Appeal  of  the 
Unitas  Fratrum^ 


Rendered  May  22nd,  1878,  and  Sustained  October  19th,  1878,  at 
Hope,  Indiana,  by  the  Provincial  Synod  of  the  Northern 
Diocese  of  the  United  States  of  America; 

TOGETHER  WITH 

The  Appeal  and  Statement  of  the  Majority  of  the  Provincial  Elders' 
Conference,  (Revs.  Robert  de  Schweinitz  and  L.  F. 
Kampmann),  dated  March  27th,  1878: 

-AS  ALSO— 

The  Statement  of  the  Minority,  (Rev.  F.  R.  Holland),  dated  March 

28th  and  April  nth,  1878, 


Upon  both  of  which  this  Decision  was  Rendered, 
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and  make  known  the  Law. 


Columbia,  Pa  : 
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DECISION  -OF  THE  UNITY’S  ELDERS’  CONFERENCE. 


To  the  Provincial  Elders  Conference  of  the  Northern  District  of  the  A  meri-^ 
can  Province  of  the  Unity: 

Brethren  Beloved  in  the  Lord: — 

It  was  with  deep  pain  that  the  Unity's  Elders’  Conference  learned 
of  the  conflict  that  has  broken  out  between  you,  and  of  the  party-spirit 
which  has  spread  therefrom  into  the  congregations  of  the  Northern  Dis¬ 
trict,  whereby  peace  was  disturbed,  the  internal  and  external  bond 
uniting  the  members  of  the  church  loosened,  and  the  entire  District 
brought  into  a  critical  condition.  Our  hope  that  by  brotherly  agree¬ 
ment  in  the  spirit  of  that  love  which  seeketh  not  her  own,  you  would 
be  enabled  to  put  an  end  to  this  conflict,  has,  alas,  not  been  fulfilled. 
On  the  contrary,  two  of  you  have  appealed  to  the  U.  E.  C, ,  the  general 
Court  of  Appeal  of  the  Brethren’s  Unity,  and  have  requested  their 
decision  in  the  present  controversy.  Inasmuch  as  a  statement  of  die 
controversy  has  now  been  received  from  the  third  [member  of  the  P.  E.C.  ] 
and  his  partisans,  and  a  large  number  of  letters  and  printed  documents 
of  both  parties  has  placed  us  in  a  position  to  gain  knowledge  of  and  to 
examine  the  matter  from  all  sides,  we  proceed  to  discharge  the  duty 
which  has  become  incumbent  upon  us,  by  communicating  to  you  the 
result  of  our  earnest  deliberations.  If  this  result  contains  no  unquali¬ 
fied  answer  and  decision  for  the  one  or  the  other  party,  the  reason 
thereof  is  to  be  found  in  the  confused  state  of  the  whole  matter,  which  con¬ 
fusion  has  been  brought  about  by  manifold  mistakes  and  overflights  of 
those  who  were  concerned  therein.  Permit  us  thereiore,  first  to  express 
our  views  concerning  these  in  brotherly  frankness. 

I. 

1.  The  first  oversight,  in  our  opinion,  \:-ecs,onthe  part  of  the  Provincial 
Synod  of  6,  which  overlooked  or  misunderstood  the  resolution  of 
the  last  General  Synod,  to  wit:  “The  Unity’s  Elders’  Conference  shall 
take  into  consideration  the  calling  of  a  General  Synod  for  the  year  1879, 
unless  circumstances  necessitate  an  earlier  meeting;”  and  therefore 
requested  the  U.  E.  C.  to  convene  the  next  General  Synod  at  such  a 
time  that  the  regular  Provincial  Synod  of  the  Northern  District  might 
at  the  same  time  be  the  Preparatory  Synod.  In  connection  with  this, 
the  President  of  the  Synod,  in  the  letter,  dd.  26th  May,  1876,  remarks 
by  way  of  explanation:  “that  the  General  Synod  might  be  held,  not  in 
the  year  1881,  but  already  in  the  year  1880.”  If  the  Provincial  Synod 
of  1876  had  read  correctly:  the  calling  of  a  General  Synod  for  the  year 
1879  (Synodal  Results,  1869,  p.  117,  App.  II),  it  would  have  recog¬ 
nized  the  fact  that  Preparatory  Synods  must  be  held  in  all  the  Provinces 
of  the  Unity,  at  the  very  latest,  in  the  year  1878;  and  would  thereby 
have  been  necessitated  to  pass  a  resolution  concerning  the  relation  of 


) 


4. 


this  Preparatory  Synod  in  the  Northern  District  to  the  regular  Provin¬ 
cial  Synod  of  the  year  1879. 

2.  A  second  oversight  is,  that  in  all  that  was  afterwards  written  and 
printed  by  both  sides  concerning  the  next  Provincial  Synod,  not  a  single 
word  was  said  in  reference  to  one  important  point,  namely,  the  election  of  the 
Provincial  Elders'  Conference  which  falls  in  the  year  iSpg.  Such  mention 
does  indeed  occur  in  the  letter  of  the  President  of  the  Synod  of  1876  to 
the  U.  E.  C.,  (before  referred  to,)  where  we  read:  “If  the  next  Gen¬ 
eral  Synod  should  be  called  for  the  year  1881,  we  would  be  compelled 
to  hold  two  Synods  in  two  consecutive  years,  1879  and  1880,  which 
would  be  a  heavy  burden  for  our  congregations.  For  in  the  year  i8pg 
we  must  hold  a  Synod,  in  as  much  as  the  term  of  office  of  our  present 
P.  E.  C.  will  expire  at  that  time. ’’  So  much  the  more  striking  is  it, 
therefore,  that  afterwards  this  election  of  the  P.  E,  C.  is  passed  over  in 
total  silence.  The  Unity’s  Elders’  Conference,  in  its  answer,  dd.  loth 
July,  1876,  pointed  out  the  error  of  the  Provincial  Synod,  and  at  the 
same  time  announced  positively  that  the  General  Synod  must  be  held 
in  the  year  1879;  whereupon  Brother  Robert  de  Schweinitz  wrote,  dd. 
Aug.,  1876:  “There  will  now  be  no  other  course  for  us  to  pursue,  but 
to  hold  our  next  Provincial  Synod  in  the  Autumn  of  1878,  or  very  early 
in  the  spring  of  1879.”  however  does  not  mention  what  in  that 
case  his  idea  was  with  regard  to  the  election  of  the  P.  E.  C.  Just  as 
little  is  this  point  touched  upon  in  anyof  the  later  documents,  and  yet 
it  is  this  very  election  of  the  P.  E.  C.  which  renders  it  difficult  to  tran.s- 
fer  the  Provincial  Synod  to  another  year. 

3.  At  all  events,  the  P.  E.  C.,  already  in  the  year  18/6,  knew,  from 
the  answer  of  the  U.  E.  C.  under  date  of  loth  July,  1876,  that  a  General 
Synod  would  be  held  in  the  year  18'jg.  Therefore  we  consider  it  a  third 
oversight,  that  the  majority  of  the  P .  E.  C.  in  their  endeavors  to  bring 
about  a  change  of  the  resolution  of  the  Synod  with  regard  to  the  con¬ 
gregation  at  Hope,  atjirst  adduced  only  the  point  of  expense,,  and  did  not 
assert  the  difference  between  the  Preparatory  Provincial  Snyod  to  be 
held  in  the  year  1878  and  the  Triennial  Provincial  Synod  falling  in  the 
year  1879,  until  they  saw  that  the  first  argument  did  not  prevail.  Thereby 
they  gave  their  opponents  an  opportunity  to  remove  the  difficulty  with 
regard  to  holding  a  Synod  at  Hope  by  the  offer  of  sums  of  money,  and 
— when  this  offer  was  not  accepted — to  charge  that  the  majority  of  the 
P.  E.  C.  simply  did  not  wish  to  hold  the  Synod  at  Hope,  and  therefore 
sought  for  some  excuse  to  evade  the  resolution  of  the  Synod. 

4.  Further,  in  the  fourth  place,  we  find  a  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
P.  E.  C.  herein,  that  they  asked  the  congregations  whether  the  resolution  of 
the  Synod  of  18^6  with  regard  to  Hope  should  he  carried  out  or  not;  in  as 
much  as  they  thereby  impaired  the  respect  due  to  the  Provincial  Synod 
and  the  unconditional  validity  of  its  resolutions.  If  we  might  abide  by 
the  wording  of  the  resolution  of  the  Synod  of  1876;  We  recommend,  &^c., 
then  certainly  the  P.  E.  C. ,  in  view  of  the  financial  distress  wffiich  at 
present  depresses  North  America,  would  have  had  full  right  to  declare 
that  that  which  the  Provincial  Synod  had  merely  recommended  could 
not  be  carried  out,  and  the  further  right  not  to  take  measures  for  exe¬ 
cuting  it.  In  as  much,  however,  as  the  Brethren  Robert  de  Schweinitz 


cind  Kampmaiin  themselves  declare  '‘that  they  lay  no  stress  upon  this 
^vol•d  since  the  word  ‘recommend’  was  used  in  the  resolution  of  the 
Synod  probably  only  ly  an  oversight,''  their  right  to  change  the  resolution 
•  of  tlie  Synod  thus  falls  to  the  ground. 

Remark. — An  individual  liowever,  like  Judge  Porter,  was  not  pres¬ 
ent  at  the  S}  nod,  had,  from  a  legal stanJ-'lH)inl,x\<o  right  to  look  beyond///^ 
fdain  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  resolution  of  the  Synod.  As  far  as  he 
was  concerned,  the  holding  of  the  Provincial  Synod  at  Hope  could  only 
be  something  recommended  bv  the  Provincial  Svnod  of  1876:  and  he 
nowhere  found  an  oFFrciAL  explanation,  in  how  wide  or  how  narrow  a 
sense  the  Provincial  Synod  wished  the  word  '^recommend"  to  be  taken. 
It  is  therefore  inconceivable  to  us,  how  he,  as  a  jurist,  can  say:  “The 
word  recommend  was  probably  adopted  in  jilace  of  a  word  mandatory 
in  its  import,  &c. and  he  nevertheless  builds  up  his  opinion  on  that 
word;  iox  thereby  he  himself  declares  that  his  whole  legal  opinion  rests 
upon  an  assumption,  which  is  only  probable;  whereby  according  to 
legal  principles  his  opinion  is  totally  dtvoid  0/  legal  sigiuficajice.  'I'here- 
tore  however  much  we  must  deplore  that  a  brother,  in  a  controversy 
with  his  Provincial  Elders’  Conference;  addresses  himself  not  first  to  the 
Unity’s  kdders’  Conference  but  to  a  lawyer  and  makes  that  lawyer  s  opinion 
publicly  known,  yet,  for  us  this  legal  opinion  is  utterly  worthless,  and  we 
need  take  no  further  notice  of  it. 

5.  Finally,  in  \\\c  fifth  place,  the  majority  of  the  P.  1C  C.  appear 
to  us  to  l)e  in  error,  wlicn,  on  the  one  hand,  they  as.sert  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  a  Preparatory  Synod  and  the  regular  Provincial  Synod,  in  order 
to  vindicate  their  right  to  fi.K  the  place  of  ?heeling  of  the  J'onner ;  and.  on 
the  other  hand  urge  the  equal  authority  of  the  Preparatory  Synod  with 
the  regular  Provincial  Synod  in  order  to  vindicate  the  right  the  for7ner 
to  put  itself  in  the  place  of  the  Provincial  Synod  to  be  held  at  Hope  in 
the  year  i S79,  thus  suspending  the  re.solution  of  the  Synod  of  1876, 
and  in  this  manner  preventing  a  .Synod  at  Hope.  If  the  majority  of  the 
P.  K.  C. ,  intended  to  assert  the  difference  between  the  Preparatory  and 
the  usual  Provincial  Synod,  they  would  have  had  to  declare  :  “We  hold 

in  1878,  at - a  Preparatory  Synod,  and  in  1879,  Hope,  the 

t  riennial  Provincial  Synod."  If,  however,  they  intended  to  as.sert  that 
the  IVeparatory  Synod  and  the  usual  Provincial  Synod  have  equal  author¬ 
ity,  then  they  would  have  had  to  let  the  Preparatory  Synod,  which  has 
been  rende.rcd  necessary  by  the  General  Synod,  take  the  place  of  the 
ITovincial  Synod  of  the  year  1879,  "hich  was  resolved  upon  by  the 
Provincial  Synod  of  i876,  and  therefore  convene  it  at  Hope. 

H. 

Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  by  these  various  oversights  the  whole  ques¬ 
tion,  as  was  already  remarked  above,  has  been  very  much  confused,  we 
must  in  the  first  place  give  the  Provincial  Fllders’  Conference: 

I.  This  brotherly  counsel: — Let  them,  in  Christian  humility  and 
l)rotherly  concession,  convene  a  Preparatory  Synod  for  the  year  1878  at 
Hope,  and,  in  order  that  this  Preparatory  Synod  may  take  the  place  of 
the  Triennial  Synod,  let  them  at  the  same  time  voluntarily  lay  down  their 
whereby  the  Preparatory  Synod  receives  the  right  to  elect  a  nnv  P. 


office 
R.  C 


2.  If  however,  dear  Brethren,  you  cannot  resolve  t(/  accept  this  welt 
meant  counsel,  then  according  io  our  conviction  there  is  no  other  course  left 
but  to  hold  two  Synods,  to  wit:  in  this  year  iS'jS  the  Preparatory  Synod 
at  any  place  to  be  determined  upon  by  you,  but  only  as  a  Synod  ad  hoc,  to 
deliberate  concerning  propositions  to  the  General  Synod  and  to  elect 
seven  deputies  to  that  body;  and  then  in  the  year  /cfyp  (after  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Synod)  the  Triennial  Provincial  Synod  at  Hope,  at  which  Synod  the 
(lection  of  the  new  P.  E.  C.  will  hive  to  take  place. 

III. 

We  are  however  of  the  opinion  that  in  consequence  of  the  conflict  be¬ 
tween  the  members  of  the  P,  E.  C.  it  will  coincide  with  your  own  wishes 
to  follow  our  above  mentioned  counsel.  Concerning  this  conflict  we 
must  now,  in  the  last  place,  and  with  deeply  sorrowing  hearts,  e.xpres.s 
ourselves  to  you  frankly. 

We  are  convinced  that  a  conflict  so  unheard  of  and  so  big  with  conse¬ 
quences,  would  hardly  have  been  possible,  had  not  the  unpractical  ar¬ 
rangement,  based  on  synodical  permission,  been  made,  that  one  member 
of  the  P.  E.  C.  lives  far  away  from  the  two  other  members-,  and  is  there¬ 
fore  able  to  conduct  business  with  them  orally  only  now  and  then  for 
short  periods  of  time.  Hereby  a  really  collegiate  administration  of  the 
affairs  of  the  Province  of  the  Unity  in  question— which  [form  of  govern¬ 
ment]  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  the  Constiiution  of  the  Renewed  Breth¬ 
ren's  Unity — is  rendered  very  difficult,  in  fact,  almost  impossible. 

2.  That  this  arrangement,  however,  has  led  to  a  conflict  which  cuts 
so  deeply  and  has  come  so  publicly  to  view,  was  alone  rendered  possible 
by  the  fact  that  one  member  of  the  P.  E.  C.  disregarded  and  transgressed 
those  regulations  and  laws  which  lie  in  the  very  yiature  of  every  CollegiaU 
Board. 

However  desirable  ic  is,  especially  among  Brethren,  that  all  the 
members  of  a  Board  agree  as  to  the  resolutions  to  be  adopted,  yet  cases 
may  occur  where  this  is  not  possible  ;  and  in  such  cases  there  is  no 
other  way  but  that  the  majority  decides.  Otherwise  they  would  come  to 
no  conclusion  at  all.  The  minority  can  protest  against  the  resolution, 
entering  the  protest  on  the  minutes,  and  can  reserve  the  right  i'j  accuse  the 
fnajority  at  the  next  Synod ;  but  dare  not  in  any  ivay  hinder  the  carrying 
out  of  the  resolution  of  the  majority;  just  as  little  dare  the  minorili 
publicly  attack  it.  For  by  such  a  course,  respect  for  the  governing  board 
with  the  public  would  be  undermined,  and  alt  further  regular  govern¬ 
ment  rendered  impossible.  If  however  it  should  become  impossible  for  the 
minority  to  submit  conscientiously  to  the  decision  of  the  majority,  then 
no  other  course  is  left  remaining  but  for  the  minority  to  step  out 'of  office. 
This  step  the  minority  can  then  publicly  announce  to  the  congregations 
with  a  statement  of  reasons  for  the  course  pursued,  self-evidently  how¬ 
ever,  without  offensive  personalities  and  without  divulging  official 
secrets. 

3.  In  accordance  with  these  fundamental  principles  which  hold  good  in 
every, Board,  wherever  it  may  be,  we  most  deeply  deplore  and  utterly 
condemn  Brother  Holland’s  procedure.  We  can  give  no  opinion  concern- 


ing  ihe  deliberations  of  the  three  Brethren  of  the  P.  E.  C.  with  regard 
to  the  Hope  Synod-question,  and  concerning  that  which  each  one  said 
in  that  connection,  because  each  party  declares  the  representation  of  the 
other  to  be  incorrect,  and  we  are  not  justified  in  awarding  to  one  party 
a  greater  measure  of  belief,  officially,  than  to  the  other.  We  therefore 
abide  by  what  Brother  Holland  himself  reports,  and  by  what  he  did, 
according  to  the  printed  documents  signed  by  himself  alone,  or  by  him 
together  with  others. 

If  he  regarded  the  Circular  prepared  by  his  colleagues,  in  which  the 
congregations  were  asked  for  their  opinion  about  the  place  of  meeting 
of  the  ne.xt  Synod  as  unconstitutional,  because  it  called  in  question  a 
resolution  of  the  Synod,  he  should  have  protested  against  it,  and  if  this 
proved  futile,  should  have  declared  definitely  that  he  would  have  noth¬ 
ing  at  all  to  do  with  this  Circular,  and  could  not  declare  it  permissible 
either  in  the  present  or  any  other  form 

Instead  of  taking  this  course,  he  entered  upon  a  criticism  of  the 
circular  which  was  laid  before  him,  and  proposed  various  amendments, 
several  of  which  his  colleagues  accepted.  Hereupon  he  left,  thereby 
rendering  it  impossible  for  his  colleagues  to  discuss  the  matter  with  him 
anv  further. 

V 

'I'herefore  after  the  Circular  had  taken  shape  under  his  participation  in 
///^  74'or/{’,  (though  before  his  dejiarture  from  Bethlehem  he  had  the  feel¬ 
ing  (as  he  writes)  that  he  would  have  done  better  to  protest  vigorously 
instead  ol  amending,  but  in  reality  had  not  protested  but  amended),  it  was 
not  only  unbrotherly,  but  utterly  unconstitutional,  for  him  publicly  to  attack 
in  speech  and  ivriting  this  Circular  which  bears  the  signature  of  the  Pro¬ 
vincial  Elders’  Conference,  and,  by  the  publication  of  his  letter  to  his 
colleagues  to  bring  official  deliberations  and  discussions  before  the  general 
public. 

By  this  cour.se  of  action  a  breach  was  made  in  the  entire  administra¬ 
tive  .activity  ot  the  P.  E.  C'. ,  whicli,  unle.ss  it  be  healed,  renders  ihe  offi¬ 
cial  acliviy  of  the  P.  /s’.  C.  impossible,  seriously  endangers  the  bond  of 
union  between  the  churches  of  the  Northern  District  of  the  American 
Province,  and  leads  it  towards  dissolution.  We  are  convinced,  that  the 
only  possible  way  in  which  this  schism  can  be  healed,  is  that  Brother 
Holland  sees  into  and  confesses  his  wrong-doing  and  publicly  retracts  hi.s 
public  opposition  against  his  colleagues, — or — that  he  resigns  his  office  as  a 
minder  of  the  P.  A’.  C. 


In  all  that  is  here  said,  dear  Brethren,  you  find  declared  the  decision 
ot  the  Unity’s  Elders’  Conference  for  which  you  asked.  'Phe  Board  has 
earnestly  striven  to  deliver  this  opinion  with  entire  partiality,  according 
to  best  knowledge  and  conscience,  and  hopes  that  you  will  receive  it  in 
the  same  spirit  of  brotherly  love  with  which  we  give  it  to  you. 

May  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Head  and  Elder  of  our  Brethren’.s 
Church,  Who  according  to  the  riches  of  His  grace  has  .so  often  preserved 
her  from  destruction  in  critical  times  of  sifting,  and  Who  as  the  true 
Saviour  has  healed  the  wound,  and  bound  anew  together  disunited 
spirits  in  the  common  bond  of  love  to  Himself,  grant  a  speedy  end  unto 
this  conflict  and  the  party  spirit  which  has  resulted  therefrom,  and  by 


8. 


His  Holy  Spi:ii  so  bring  it  to  pass  that  each  and  every  one  may  seek, 
not  his  own  glory,  but  solely  the  glory  of  God,  and  the  welfare  ol  our 
beloved  Brethren’s  Church! 

In  the  name  of  our  ever  blessed  Lord  and  Saviour,  we  greet  you  I 
Your  Brethren  in  the  bonds  of  faithful  love,  the  Unity’s  Elder's 
Conference, 

G.  TH.  riETZEN, 

Bishop  of  the  Brethren’s  Church,  President. 
Iit>'thels(ior/,  22nd  May,  18 


Appeal  and  Statement  of  the  Majority  of  the  Provincial  Elders^ 
Conference,  Dated  March  27th,  1878« 


Fo  Ihe  Unity's  Elders'  Conference  of  the  Brethren's  Unity: 

Dear  Brethren  : — We  appear  before  you  to-day  with  hearts  heavy 
and  bowed  down,  in  relation  to  a  very  unpleasant  subject — yea,  one 
that  fills  us  with  shame,  and  we  can  only  hope  that  your  charity  and  the 
importance  of  the  present  question  may  excuse  the  fullness  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  document. 

Basing  our  actions  upon  the  functions  of  the  U.  E.  C. ,  as  they  are 
laid  down  in  §75  and  §81  of  the  Synodal  Results  of  1869,  we,  the  P. 
E.  C.  of  the  Northern  District  of  tlie  .\merican  Province,  turn  to  you 
as  the  general  Court  of  Appeal  of  the  Brethren’s  Unity,  and  ask  you  for 
vour  decision  in  this  matter,  which  is  causing  us  and  the  great  majority 
of  our  brethren  much  care  and  sorrow,  and  which  has  already  called 
forth  many  hearty  prayers  to  the  Lord. 

In  order  that  you  may  properly  understand  our  Appeal,  we  consider 
it  absolutely  necessary  to  give  you,  in  the  first  place,  a  careful  history  of 
the  unfortunate  controversy  which  is  agitating  our  Province  in  so  sad  a 
manner. 

I.  THE  QUESTION,  HISTORICALLY  REPRESENTED.  ' 

Our  last  Provincial  Synod,  in  the  year  1876,  passed  the  following 
resolutions  (Journal  of  Synod  1876,  p.  in,  ]\I.,  2,  3,  4,  7)  : 

Resolved,  i.  That  we  recommend  that  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1879, 
be  held  at  Hope,  Indiana. 

2.  That  if  the  congregation  at  Hope  do  not  deem  it  practicable  to 
entertain  the  Synod,  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference  shall  convene  it 
at  Sharon,  O. ,  or  at  Philadelphia. 

3.  That  the  P.  E.  C.  fix  the  time  of  meeting  of  the  next  Triennial 
Synod. 

'That  the  President  of  the  Snyod,  in  his  response  to  the  letter  of 
greeting  from  the  U.  E.  C. ,  express  the  desire  of  this  Synod  that  the 
next  Ceneral  Synod  be  convened  at  such  time  as  shall  enable  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Province  to  make  its  Provincial  Synod  of  1879  ^  preparatory  one. 

d'he  first  of  these  resolutions  was  unanimously  adopted,  but  also,  as 
often  happens  at  Synods,  with  an  outbreak  of  hasty  enthusiasm  called 
forth  by  tlie  speeches  of  the  brethren  from  Hope,  and  without  reflecting 
on  the  immense  expense  which  a  Synod  at  Hope  would  cause. 

Soon  after  the  Synod  we  spoke  with  our  Colleague  who  lives  in 
Ilope,  Bro.  Holland,  about  this  hasty  step,  and  expressed  our  fear.s 
that  a  Synod  at  Hope  would  cause  great  expense,  but  he  never  would 
enter  upon  a  discussion  of  the  subject.  After  we  had  received  your 
Circular  convening  the  General  Synod  in  the  year  1879,  thereby 

became  clear  that  an  extraordinary  Preparatory  Provincial  Synod  would 


have  to  be  convened  m  ihe  year  1878,  we  began  to  lay  more  and  more- 
stress  in  our  letters  to  him  on  the  heavy  expense  of  a  Synod  at  Hope, 
and  to  call  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  extraordinary  Synod  of  this 
year  need  not  be  held  at  Hope,  inasmuch  as  the  resolution  of  the  Synod 
of  1876  referred  to  the  'Friennial  Synod  of  1879  extraor¬ 

dinary  Synod  of  1^878  We  press  this  matter  the  more,  because  the 
linancial  condition  of  things  grew  constantly  worse,  and  because  we 
were,  and  still  are,  firmly  convinced  that  if  the  Synod  of  1876  F^id  had 
even  a  presentiment  how  the  financial  distress  would  increase  in  the  last 
fwo  years,  it  would  never  have  thought  of  conveninga  Synod  at  Hope. 
Bro.  Holland,  however,  still  did  not  enter  into  this  im|>ortant  subject, 
but  gave  only  short  utterances,  or  rather  threats,  ol  evil  consequences 
if  we  persisted  in  convening  the  Synod  of  1878  in  any  other  place  tharr 
Hope.  Consequently,  as  we  were  urged  on  many  sides  by  no  means 
to  permit  so  great  and  unnecessary  an  ex[)ense  to  be  incurred,  but  to> 
make  use  of  our  constitutional  right  and  convene  the  extraordinary 
Synod  of  this  year  at  some  other  place,  we  examined  carefully  into  the 
matter  of  the  expense,  elaborated  a  full  table  of  expenses,  and  showed 
clearly  that  a  Synod  at  Hope  would  cost  at  least  two  thousand  dollars 
more  than  if  it  were  held  in  Philadelphia,  or  in  an  eastern  congregation. 
This  we  wrote  to  Bro.  Holland,  and  also  a  letter  to  be  communicated 
to  the  congregation  at  Hope,  in  which  we  requested  them  in  the  most 
brotherly  manner  to  relinquish  voluntarily  all  claim  to  the  holding  of 
this  yeaPs  Synod  at  Hope,  in  view  of  the  sad  financial  state  [of  the 
country  and  of  the  church]  and  of  the  very  great  expense.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  we  called  their  attention  to  the  lact  that  we  were  not 
compelled  to  convene  this  extraordinary  Synod  at  Hope. 

Hereupon  the  contumacy  of  our  colleague,  Bro,  Holland,  for  the 
first  time  clearly  disclosed  itself.  Inasmuch  as  he  has  such  au  influence 
in  Hope,  that  that  congregation  is  ready  to  do  whatever  he  advises,  the 
whole  matter  lay  in  his  hands.  If  he,  as  the  minority  in  our  Confer¬ 
ence,  had  submitted  to  the  majority;  if  be  had  granted  the  financial 
necessity  of  holding  the  Synod  elsewhere,  and  had  represented  the  mat¬ 
ter  to  the  Hope  congregation  from  this  standpoint,  there  is  not  the  least 
doubt  that  the  congregation  would  have  yielded  voluntarily.  'I'his,  how¬ 
ever,  he  did  not  do.  We  do  not  at  all  maintain  that  he  did  not  hon¬ 
estly  communicate  our  letter ;  but  we  do  maintain  that  he  did  not 
support  and  advocate  it  as  an  official  declaration  of  the  Conference. 

The  consequence  was,  that  the  Congregation  Council  at  Hope,  on 
January  12th  last,  without  entering  further  upon  our  letter,  and  without 
taking  the  least  notice  of  the  financial  reasons  which  were  laid  before 
them,  sent  us,  through  Bro.  Holland,  the  following  resolution  : 

I 

Whp:reas,  The  last  Synod  adjourned  to  meet,  when  next  convened, 
at  Hope,  Ind. ,  therefore 

Resolved,  That  this  congregation  expects  the  Synod  to  meet  he*rc, 
and  will  cheerfully  entertain  the  members  thereof,  to  the  best  of  its 
ability. 

By  this  action  the  whole  subject  began  to  become  very  difficult  and 
significant.  The  third  member  of  our  Conference  opposed  himself  to 
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our  distinctly  expressed  opinion  and  drevv  to  his  side  the  congregation 
in  which  he  lives.  On  our  part  it  was  impossible  to  yield.  We  w’ere 
fully  convinced,  in  times  like  the  present,  that  it  would  be  morally 
wrong  to  pay  out  $2,000  more  than  was  necessary  for  the  holding  of  a 
Synod  ;  and  we  could  not  help  but  think,  too,  of  our  Home  Mission¬ 
aries,  who  receive  such  a  slender  income  that  they  can  scarcely  support 
their  families,  as  also  of  the  great  Mission  debt  that  rests  upon  the 
Church. 

In  addition  thereto,  came  another  and  very  important  cause  for 
anxiety.  A  Synod  at  Hope  would  cost  about  $4,450,  merely  for  the 
traveling  expenses  of  the  members  (provided  that  all  who  were  entitled 
to  seats  attended  its  session ).  The  Synod  of  1868  resolved  that  the 
congregations  must  bear  the  expenses  of  the  Provincial  Synods,  each 
congregation  paying  at  the  rate  of  40  cents  per  communicant  member. 
If  every  congregation  were  to  pay  its  full  share  in  this  respect  (which 
has  never  yet  been  the  case  at  any  Synod),  only  $3,276  would  be  col¬ 
lected,  and  therefore  $1,174  remain  uncovered.  This  uncovered  debt, 
which  could  surely  he  expected,  would  in  the  last  instance  probably  fall 
upon  the  Sustentation  Fund,  to  prevent  which,  under  the  present  cir¬ 
cumstances,  was  our  most  sacred  duty.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
Synod  were  held  in  the  east,  it  would  cost  about  $2,250,  that  is  for 
traveling  expenses,  and  this  amount  could  easily  be  defrayed  by  the 
congregations. 

Under  these  circumstances  we  were  unanimously  of  the  conviction 
that  it  was  our  duty  to  make  use  of  our  constitutional  right,  and  to 
convene  this  year’s  extraordinary  Synod,  for  which  the  last  Provincial 
Synod  made  no  provision,  at  some  other  place.  However  as  Bro.  Hol¬ 
land  intended  to  come  to  Bethlehem  in  the  month  of  February  to 
deliberate  with  us,  we  took  no  further  steps  until  he  should  be  here, and 
thus  the  entire  Conference  be  assembled. 

On  the  2ist  of  February,  therefore,  we  took  up  this  important  ques¬ 
tion  in  full  Conference,  and  talked  the  matter  over  fully  with  each  other. 
It  came  to  pass,  however,  that  Bro.  Holland,  in  spite  of  all  linancial 
reasons,  and  of  all  our  representations,  remained  firm  in  his  opinion 
that  the  Synod  must  be  held  at  Hope,  that  the  money  question  was  of 
no  significance,  and  so  on.  Although  we  were  well  convinced  that  we, 
in  accordance  with  §83,  4  of  the  Synodal  Results,  had  the  right,  as  the 
majority,  to  resolve  when  and  where  the  extraordinary  Synod  of  this 
year  (1878),  for  whose  assembling  the  last  Provincial  Synod  had  made 
no  provision,  should  assemble,  yet  we  were  exceedingly  anxious,  if  pos¬ 
sible,  to  decide  this  question  unanimously  as  a  Conference.  Conse¬ 
quently,  Bro.  Robert  de  Schweinitz  proposed  that  we  should  issue  a 
Circular  to  the  congregations  entitled  to  representation  in  the  Synod,  as 
also  to  all  ministers  who  were  entitled  to  a  vote,  in  order  to  ask  them 
whether  they  wished  the  extraordinary  Synod  of  1878  to  be  held  in  the 
midst  of  that  congregation  in  which  the  Synod  of  1876  had  resolved  to 
hold  its  Triennial  session  of  18^,  namely,  Hope;  or  whether  they 
wished  that  the  extraordinary  Synod  of  1878  should  be  held  in  the  east. 
It  was  clearly  declared  in  our  Conference  that  the  question  should  not 


be  decided  by  an  actual  vote  on  the  part  of  v^oiifp-egations  and  the  min¬ 
isters,  but  that  we  wished  merely  to  ascertain  the  opinions  of  each  con¬ 
gregation  and  of  each  minister,  and  then,  guided  by  these  opinions, 
determine  as  a  Conference  at  which  place  to  convene  the  extraordinary 
Synod.  If  the  great  majority  of  congregations  and  ministers  should  de 
cide  in  favor  of  Hope,  then  we  would  take  this  as  an  indication  that 
they  would  be  willing  to  defray  the  greatly  increased  expense,  and 
accordingly  convene  the  Synod  at  Hope  ;  if  however,  the  great  majority 
should  decide  against  Hope  and  declare  in  favor  of  the  east,  then  we 
would  convene  the  Synod  in  the  east.  After  Bro.  Robert  de  Schweinitz 
had  proposed  a  sketch  of  a  Circular  of  this  character,  it  w'as  thoroughly 
discussed  ;  and  after  Bro.  Holland  had  proposed  quite  a  number  of 
changes  in  it,  to  w’hich  we,  for  the  sake  of  peace,  agreed,  the  Circular 
was  unanimously  adopted  by  the  entire  P.  E.  C.,  Bro.  Holland  in¬ 
cluded.  After  it  had  been  in  this  manner  adopted,  Bro.  Holland  turned 
to  both  of  us  and  said:  “But  now  you  must  not  try  to  influence  the 
congregations  and  ministers  by  private  letters,  but  you  must  let  them 
speak  out  their  opinions  freely.’’  Thereupon  .w'e  answered  :  “That  is  a 
matter  of  course  ;  but  the  same  must  be  done  by  you  too.”  Whereupon 
he  said  :  “Certainly!”  Therefore  we  solemnly  bound  ourselves  as  indi¬ 
vidual  members  of  the  P.  E.  C.  to  exert  no  influence  on  the  congre¬ 
gations. 

The  Circular  issued  by  us  reads  as  follow's  :  (See  Appendix  I. ) 

In  the  meantime  the  whole  question  had  been  discussed  in  The 
Moravian  in  a  series  of  articles  proceeding  from  both  sides.  We  were 
unanimously  agreed  to  request  the  editor  to  put  a  stop  to  the  discus¬ 
sion,  as  W’^e  had  now  in  a  peaceful  w'ay  disposed  of  the  question.  Bro. 
Holland,  it  is  true,  maintained  that  an  opportunity  should  be  given 
him  to  defend  himself,  at  least  in  one  article,  against  the  attacks  which 
he  believed  had  been  made  on  him  personally.  No  such  attacks  had 
been  made  ;  but  we  let  this  matter  rest  on  its  own  merits,  and  sepa¬ 
rated  in  the  joyful  assurance  that  this  difficult  question  had  been  solved 
in  a  brotherly  manner ;  and  immediately  thereupon  Bro.  Holland  left 
[for  Hope]. 

Hardly  was  he  gone,  however,  w'hen,  to  our  great  astonishment,  w'e 
heard  that  he  had  written  an  article  for  The  IMoravian,  in  which  he 
attacked  us  and  the  Circular  which  he,  too,  had  agreed  to.  The  editor 
refused  to  insert  this  article,  and  assigned  as  the  correct  reason  that  it 
would  be  a  disgrace  for  the  Church,  if  the  Provincial  Elders’  attacked 
each  other  in  the  columns  of  the  church  paper;  and  yet  if  Bro.  Hol¬ 
land  attacked  us,  we  must  be  permitted  to  reply  to  him.  At  the  same 
time  the  editor  publicly  announced  that  he  would  not  permit  any  further 
discussion  about  the  Synod  at  Hope 

On  his  way  to  Hope,  Bro.  Holland  tarried  two  days  at  Philadelphia. 
Hardly  had  he  left  that  city,  before  we  received  letters,  and  finally  also 
a  visit  from  brethren  livins:  there,  #io  asked  us  whether  the  Circular 
sent  out  by  us  was  legal  ;  and  to  our  greater  astonishment,  told  us  that 
a  meeting  of  all  the  ministers  in  Philadelphia,  with  Bro.  Holland,  had 
been  held  in  Bro.  Hoffman’s  house,  on  which  occasion  Bro.  Holland 
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tiad  expressed  himself  very  strongly,  and  had  declared  the  Circular  to 
be  unconstitutional,  and  had  tried  to  persuade  the  ministers  to  notify 
their  congregations  that  it  was  unconstitutional.  In  regard  to  all  this 
Ave  kept  silence  ;  but  we  the  more  earnestly  committed  the  matter  to 
•our  Lord  and  Saviour  ;  we  hoped  also  that  Bro.  Holland’s  conduct  had 
not  been  quite  as  bad  as  it  w’as  reported  to  us.  But  we  were  sadly 
■deceived. 

For  hardly  was  Bro.  Holland  at  home,  than  he  united  with  Bro. 
Regennas,  the  minister  at  Hope,  and  the  Elders  and  Trustees  of  that 
congregation,  and  they  together  issued  a  Circular  to  all  the  congrega¬ 
tions,  sending  out  many  copies,  in  which  they  repicsented  the  action  of 
the  P.  E.  C.  as  illegal,  protested  against  it,  and  strove  to  stir  up  the 
congregations  of  the  Province  against  the  Provincial  Board.  (See  Ap¬ 
pendix  II.,  for  a  literal  translation  of  this  Hope  Circular). 

The  unprecedented  step  wdiich  w’as  taken  by  our  Colleague  in  union 
with  the  minister  and  the  officers  of  Hope  in  issuing  this  Circular,  gave 
the  whole  question  a  new  and  most  momentous  turn.  The  question 
now  no  longer  was  whether  the  Synod  should  be  held  at  Hope  or  in 
the  east,  but  whether  our  collegiate  form  of  church  government  should 
continue  or  be  totally  destroyed.  A  fundamental  principle  of  our  con¬ 
stitution  was  at  stake.  The  circular’  from  Hope  caused  the  greatest 
indignation  among  all  the  ministers  here  at  Bethlehem,  and  even  in  the 
^  whole  congregation.  How  it  would  be  received  in  other  congregations 
we  did  not  know.  In  any  case,  how^ever,  it  became  our  very  unp>eas- 
ant  duty  to  make  reply. 

Consequently  w'e  issued  a  second  Circular  to  all  the  congregations 
See  Appendix  HI. 

Meanwhile  the  answers  to  the  first  Circular,  which  had  been  unani¬ 
mously  adopted  by  the  P.  E.  C. ,  began  to  be  received  ;  and  it  was  soon 
apparent  that  these  answers  were  overwhelmingly  against  holding  the 
Synod  at  Hope,  and  in  favor  of  holding  it  in  the  east.  The  w'hole 
number  of  voting  members  of  the  next  Synod  is  1 14.  Of  these,  up  to 
the  present  time,  22  have  declared  themselves  for  Hope,  and  86 against 
Hope.  We  also  received,  and  still  receive,  letters  which  show  us  that 
outside  of  Bethlehem,  also,  there  is  the  same  indignation  concerning 
the  Hope  Circular.  In  addition  to  this,  comes  the  fact  that  almost  all 
the  answers  which  we  receive  from  the  western  congregations  are  against 
Hope  and  in  favor  ol  holding  the  Synod  in  the  east. 

Thus  matters  stood,  when  we  heard  of  a  new  and  provoking  trans¬ 
action.  Bro.  Edmund  de  Schweinitz,  here  in  Bethlehem,  received  a 
letter  from  Bro.  Hoffman  in  Philadelphia,  in  which  he  informed  him 
that  he  had  the  intention  of  submitting  the  whole  question  to  a  lawyer 
(Mr  Porter)  in  that  city,  and  of  making  known  that  lawyer’s  decision 
to  the  congregations.  The  provocation  in  this  new  step  was,  first,  that 
it  is  quite  contrary  to  the  teachings  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  according 
to  1  Corinthians,  i,  7  and  8.  Secondly,  that  this  step  was  to  be  taken 
by  Bro.  Hoffman  on  his  own  responsibility,  without  consultation  with 
the  P.  E.  C.  I'hirdly,  that  it  is  totally  opposed  to  the  spirit  and  con¬ 
stitution  of  the  Brethren’s  Unity,  which  has  established  the  U.  E.  C.  as 


a  Court  of  Appeal.  Fourth,  that  Bro.  Hoffman  is  a  zealous  partfsarroF 
Bro.  Holland,  and  wishes  to  force  the  Synod  to  be  held  at  Hope. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  became  clear  to  us  that  it  was  now 
lime  to  do  that  of  which  we  had  already  spoken,  and  to  which  step  the 
brethren  in  Bethlehem  encouraged  ns,  namely,  to  submit  the  entire 
question  of  what  our  constitution  prescribes  to  the  decisiory  of  theU.  E. 
C.  We  therefore  immediately  wrote  to  Bro.  Holland,  notified  him  of 
this  step-,  and  requested  him  to  lay  the  matter  before  you  from  his 
standpoint,  while  we  would  do  the  same  from  our  standpoint. 

Meanwhile,  after  Bro.  Edmund  de  Schweinitz  had  consulted  with 
us,  he  had  a  meeting  with  Bro.  Hoffman,  and  tried  his  best,  by  point¬ 
ing  to  the  constitution  and  the  determination  of  the  P.  E.  C.  to  appeal 
to  the  U.  E.  C. ,  to  induce  Bro.  Hoffman  to  give  up  his  purpose  of 
consulting  a  lawyer.  He  found,  however,  to  his  astonishment  in  the 
first  place,  that  the  matter  had  already  been  submitted  to  Mr.  Porter, 
by  Bro.  Hoffman  and  Bro.  W.  H.  Rice,  Bro.  Holland’s  son-in-law  and 
his  most  zealous  partisan,  therefore,  in  an  altogether  one-sided  manner^ 
and  further,  that  Bro.  Hoffman  positively  declined  ^o  withdraw  the 
question  from  Mr.  Porter  and  to  leave  the  decision  to  the  U.  E.  C. 
Bro.  Edmund  de  Schweinitz  directed  Bro.  Hoffman’s  attention  in  an- 
especial  manner  to  the  following  points  r  i.  That  a  lawyer  whom  he. 
as  a  zealous  partisan  for  Hope,  had  retained,  and  before  whom  the 
question  had  then  been  laid  by  two  zealous  partisans  of  Hope,  and 
therefore  in  a  one-sided  manner,  could  not  possibly  give  an  opinion, 
which  would  awaken  confidence  in  the  congregations.  2.  That  a  law¬ 
yer  who  is  totally  unacquainted  wfith  our  church  polity,  could  not  pos¬ 
sibly  understand  aright  and  decide  the  question,  without  a  complete 
and  unpartisan  explanation  of  our  Constitution,  and  especially  of  the 
relations  of  the  several  Provinces  to  the  Unity.  3.  That  an  honest  law¬ 
yer,  as  soon  as  he  learned  that  we  have  in  our  Church  a  standing 
General  Court  of  Appeal,  would  immediately  say:  Do  not  submit  the 
question  to  me,  but  to  your  own  Court.”  4  'I'hat  consequently  Bro. 
Hoffman’s  procedure  was  utterly  unconstitutional,  and  diarnetricallv 
opposed  to  the  whole  spirit  of  the  Brethren’s  Unity. 

All  this,  however,  availed  nothing.  Bro.  Hoffman  persisted  in  his 
purpose.  The  result  was  exactly  what  one  could  have  expected.  Mr. 
Porter,  inasmuch  as  he  plainly  misunderstands  the  distinction  between 
our  provincial  constitution  and  the  general  constitution  of  the  Brethren  s 
Unity,  renders  an  opinion  that  the  Synod  must  be  held  at  Hope. 

Since  Bro.  Hoffman  has  had  this  circular  printed,  and  intends  to 
circulate  it  in  the  congregations,  we  immediately  issued  the  following 
circular  to  our  churches.  (See  Appendix  No.  IV. 

From  Bro.  Holland  we  have  just  received  a  brief  answer  to  our  pro¬ 
position  to  appeal  the  question  to  you.  He  expresses  himself  as  not 
indisposed  to  enter  upon  this  course — but  desires  time  for  consideration. 
We  immediately  answered  that  we  could  not  now  wait  any  longer,  and 
that  we  would  send  our  appeal  to  you,  with  the  request  to  wait  a  rea¬ 
sonable  length  of  time  for  his  representation  of  the  case,  before  you 
proceed  to  decide  the  question. 
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We  have  now  laid  the  histon^  of  the  case  before  you,  accurately,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  truth  ;  and  now,  dear  Brethren  of  the  U.  E.  C., 
in  the  name  of  our  ever  blessed  Lord  and  Saviour,  the  Head  of  our 
Church,  we  place  it  in  your  hands  for  decision. 

II.  THE  APPEAL. 

We  ask  for  your  decision  concerning  the  following  questions : 

The  Provincial  Synod  of  1876  recommended,  not  directed,  us — (but 
on  that  point  we  lay  no  stress  inasmuch  as  the  word  “recommend” 
was  probably  used  in  the  resolution  by  an  oversight) — to  convene  the 
triennial  Provincial  Synod  of  the  year  1879.  Hope,  and  made  not  the 
least  provision,  either  as  regards  place  or  time,  for  the  assembling  of  an 
extraordinary  preparatory  Synod  in  1878. 

Therefore  we  believe  : 

Firs/,  That  an  “urgent  case”  has  occurred  which  readers  necessary 
the  convening  of  the  Provincial  Synod  by  the  P.  E.  C. 

Second,  That  the  P.  E.  C. ,  in  accordance  with  the  general  constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  Brethren’s  Unity  (Synodal  Results,  1879,  §^3»  4),  has  the 
right,  to  determine  not  only  the  time,  but  also  the  place,  where  thi 
extraordinary  Synod  shall  be  held. 

Third.  That  the  triennial  Synod  of  1879,  which,  as  the  Synod  of 
1876  determined,  is  to  assemble  at  Hope,  is  an  altogether  different 
Synod  ;  with  which,  as  far  as  place  is  concerned,  the  P.  E.  C.  has  noth¬ 
ing  at  all  to  do. 

Fourths  That  it  must  consequently  be  left  to  the  Provincial  Synod 
itself,  when  it  assembles  this  year  (1878)  in  extraordinary  session,  to 
decide  wi.e^her  it  will,  in  addition  to  the  necessary  preparations  for  the 
General  Synod,  also  transact  its  usual  business  as  triennial  Synod,  and 
consequently  repeal  the  resolution  passed  in  the  year  1876,  to  meet  in 
the  year  1879,  Hope  ;  or,  whether  it  will  decide  to  take  up  only  pre¬ 

paratory  business  and  let  the  resolution  of  1876  remain  in  force,  and 
perhaps  in  the  autumn  of  1879,  (after  the  return  of  the  deputies  to  the  - 
General  Synod)  assemble  again  at  Hope,  as  triennial  Synod. 

Fifth.,  That  the  clause  in  the  Provincial  Constitution  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Province  on  which  the  Hope  Circular  lays  so  much  weight,  and 
which  is  to  be  found  in  the  Synodal  Results  of  1857,  §54,  a,  to  wit  ; 
that  in  urgent  cases  the  P.  E.  C.  “  may  convene  the  Synod  at  an  early 
day,”  and  from  which  the  conclusion  is  drawn  that  the  P.  E,  C.  in 
urgent  cases,  can  fix  only  the  time  and  not  the  place  of  meeting,  does 
not  at  all  refer  to  the  present  case,  because  the  Provincial  Synod  which 
is  to  be  held  this  year  (1878)  is  not  at  all  an  earlier  meeting  of  the 
triennial  Synod,  but  the  assembling  of  an  extraordinary  preparatory 
Synod,  which  must  itself  first  determine  whether  it  will  constitute  itself 
the  triennial  Synod  or  not. 

Sixth,  That  in  no  case  dare  a  clause  in  a  merely  provincial  consti¬ 
tution  be  so  interpreted  as  to  stand  in  the  way  of  a  clause  of  the  general 
•  constitution,  or  of  a  prerogative  possessed  by  all  Provincial  Elders’ 
Conferences  in  common. 

Seventh,  That  the  fourth  prerogative  of  all  Provincial  Elders’  Con¬ 
ferences,  (Synodal  Results,  1869,  §83),  to  wit;  “the  convening  of 


Provincial  Synods  in  urgent  cases,”  clearly  and  plainly  involves,  first, 
that  a  Provincial  Elders’  Conference  has  the  right  to  decide  whether 
any  given  case  is  urgent  enough  to  cause  the  convening  of  an  extraor¬ 
dinary  Synod;  and,  also,  that  when  a  P.  E.  C.  has  thus  decided,  it  has 
equally  well  the  right  to  convene  sueh  an  extraordinary  Synod  when 
and  where  it  thinks  proper. 

We,  therefore,  ask  you — Is  the  exposition  of  the  general  constitution 
of  the  Brethren’s  Unity  and  of  the  provincial  constitution  of  our  Province, 
as  contained  in  the  foregoing  seven  points,  correct  or  incorrecC  And 
have  we  as  P.  E.  C.  consequently,  the  right,  or  have  we  not  the  right, 
to  convene  the  extraordinary  Synod  of  1878  elsewhere  than  a'i  Hope.? 

III.— WHAT  DEPENDS  ON  TPIE  DECISION  OF  THIS 

QUESTION. 

As  we  have  already  shown  in  our  historical  representation,  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  no  longer  simply  whether  the  Synod  must  be  held  at  Hope,  or 
elsewhere;  also,  no  longer  simply  whether  $2,000  more  than  necessary 
must  be  paid  out.?  But  the  main  question  now  is,  whether  our  con¬ 
stitutional  peculiarity  of  Provincial  Conferences  is  to  be  maintained,  or 
to  be  totally  overthrown.?  Whether  our  P.  E.  C.  really  has  “the  chief 
direction  and  administration”  in  our  Province,  or  whether  it  is  a  mere 
committee,  which  properly  has  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  the  government 
of  the  Church,  and  to  which  neither  ministers  nor  congregations  owe 
obedience. 

For  this  reason,  too,  we  cannot  at  present  take  notice  of  an  offer 
from  Bro.  Hoffman,  which  offer  has  just  reached  us,  to  pay  $800  out 
of  his  own  pocket  to  defray  the  increased  cost  of  a  Synod  at  Hope  ;  and 
just  as  little  of  a  second  circular  from  Hope,  received  by  us  to-day,  in 
which  the  Hope  congregation  promises  to  pay  the  remaining  extra  ex¬ 
penses.  Had  these  offers  come  at  the  beginning,  the  question  would 
naturally  have  taken  quite  a  different  turn  ;  although  it  appears  to  us 
unjustifiable  to  pay  out  such  sums  of  money  unnecessarily  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  of  terrible  financial  distress,  and  that  only  to  carryout  the  will 
of  a  few  persons.  Plowever,  it  is  now  no  longer  money  that  is  at  stake, 
but  a  fundamental  principle. 

We  hold  it,  namely,  to  be  a  fundamental  principle,  that  whenever 
it  becomes  impossible  for  a  conference  to  attain  to  unanimity,  then  a 
resolution  of  the  majority  *is  binding  on  the  entire  conference,  and  that 
the  minority  has  not  the  least  right  to  attack  it  publicly  and  to  stir  up 
the  congregations  against  it.  On  the  other  hand,  that  if  the  minority 
in  a  conference  believes  a  resolution  of  the  majority  to  be  unconstitu¬ 
tional,  the  minority  has  the  right,  and  it  is  its  duty  to  appeal  to  the 
Provincial  Synod,  or  to  the  U.  E.  C. ;  at  the  same  time,  however,  until 
the  Provincial  Synod,  or  the  U.  E.  C.  has  given  a  decision,  the  minority 
must  submit  to  the  resolution  as  passed.  Now,  if  Bro.  Holland  w’as 
honestly  of  the  opinion  that  our  resolution  to  ask  the  ministers  and 
congregations  wuth  regard  to  the  place  for  holding  the  preparatory 
Synod,  was  unconstitutional,  it  wmuld  have  been  his  duty  to  protest 
against  it,  and  to  notify  us  that  he  would  appeal  to  the  Synod  ;  or,  as 
the  question  was  concerning  the  place  where  this  Synod  should  be  held, 
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to  you-,  as  the  Unity's  Elders’  Conference.  Instead  of  this,  he  agreed 
to  this  resolution  in  word,  though  as  it  afterwards  appeared,  in  heart  he 
was  opposed  to  it ;  then  went  away,  and  drew  to  his  side  the  minister 
and  the  officers  of  the  congregation  in  which  he  lives,  and  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  them  issued  a  public  call  to  all  the  congregations  to  rise 
against  the  Provincial  Board  and  the  action  it  had  taken  !  This  we  hold 
to  be  revolutionary!  If  he  has  a  right  to  do  this  in  the  present  instance, 
then  he  has  a  right  to  do  it  in  the  case  of  every  other  resolution  with 
which  he  does  not  agree.  By  such  a  course  the  activity  of  our  Provin¬ 
cial  Board  would  practically  cease,  and  anarchy  be  the  result. 

It  depends,  therefore,  upon  your  decision  whether  the  fundamental 
])rinciples  ofour  constitution  as  regards  the  P.  E.  C. ,  shall  continue  to 
be  upheld  in  our  Province,  or  receive  their  death  blow. 

Finally,  w’e  have  still  several  requests  to  make  : 

First,  That  you  would  inform  us  of  your  decision,  as  soon  as  possi¬ 
ble,  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  time  to  be  lost. 

Second,  That  this  decision  may  be  furnished  us  in  the  shape  of  not 
too  lengthy  a  document,  signed  by  the  President  of  the  U.  E.  C.  in 
order  that  we  may  publish  it  to  the  congregations  in  proper  form. 

Third,  That  in  this  decision  jjou  would  also  express  your  views  on 
the  following  points  :  i.  Whether  an  individual  minister  of  the  Breth¬ 
ren’s  Church,  has  the  right  on  his  own  option,  without  consultation 
with,  or  permission  from  the  P.  E.  C. ,  to  lay  our  Church  matters  before 
a  civil  jurist  for  decision,  and  then  to  spread  this  opinion  of  the  jurist  in 
printed  form  among  the  congregations  ;  and,  2.  Whether  a  minister  of 
a  congregation,  in  conjunction  with  the  officers  thereof,  is  justified  in 
])ublicly  protesting,  also  in  a  printed  form,  against  a  resolution  of  the 
P.  E.  C.,  and  in  declaring  it  to  be  unconstitutional. 

Finally,  \ve  yet  request  you,  dear  Brethren,  to  keep  to  yourselves, 
for  the  present,  the  fact  of  this  present  unfortunate  controversy,  and  of 
our  appeal,  and  not  to  let  anything  be  made  known  concerning  it  to 
the  other  Provinces,  to  the  disgrace  of  our  province. 

With  the  heartfelt  prayer  that  our  ever-faithful  Saviour,  the  Head  of 
His  Brethren's  Church,  may  cause  this  whole  matter  to  redound  to  the 
true  welfare  of  our  Province, 

We  remain 

Faithfully  Your  Brethren, 

.  Robert  de  Schweinttz, 

L.  F.  Kampmann. 


Beihlehetn,  Pa.^  March  27,  1878. 


Statement  of  tie  Minority  of  the  Prorincial  Elders^  Conference, 
Dated  March  28th  and  April  11th,  1878. 


IfoPK,  IxnrANAy  March  z8,  iSyS. 


TO  THK  UNf'rV’S  IM.DKKS''  COXFERTNCK. 

Dear  Brethren  : 


A  controversy  having  arisen  in  this  province,  with  regard  to  the 
j)Owers  conferred  on  P.  E.  C.  by  the  constitution  of  the  church,  and 
tiie  privileges  of  congregations  and  members,  especially  with  reference  to 
the  calling  of  Provincial  Synods,  the  undersigned,  on  the  25th  inst., 
received  a  communication  from  the  President  of  the  P.  Pi.  C. ,  informing 
him  that  the  two  members  of  the  P.  E.  C. ,  living  at  Bethlehem,  would 
proceed  to  “lay  a  s-tatement  of  the  whole  case  before  the  Constitution¬ 
ally  appointed  Court  of  Appeal  of  our  church  that  they  could  not 
consent  to  any  delay,  but  would  write  to  you  this  week;  that  they 
would  ask  your  Board  to  wait  a  reasonable  time  for  the  opposite  side  of 
the  question  to  be  presented,  before  taking  it  up  for  decision  ;  and 
that,  of  course,  they  expected  the  opposite  side  to  present  its  views. 

I  informed  them  that  I  thought  favorably  of  the  proposition,  to  refer 
the  matter  in  dispute  to  your  Board  ;  but  I  should  have  preferred  it, 
had  my  colleagues  consented  to  my  request  that  we  should  be  governed 
by  the  principles  and  modes  of  procedure  generally  recognized  in  the 
settlement  of  differences  in  an  appeal  to  a  higher  authority,  by  affording 
a  full  and  fair  opportunity  for  both  sides  to  compare  statements  before 
submitting  them.  It  would  have  been  preferable,  so  far  as  your  labors 
are  concerned,  and  it  would  have  simplified  and  shortened  these  state¬ 
ments,  if  a  clear  understanding  of  the  precise  question  to  be  submitted 
had  been  mutually  arrived  at. 

Having  the  fullest  confidence,  however,  that  you  will  give  the  whole 
subject  the  fairest  and  most  patient  attention,  I  will  proceed  to  state 
such  facts  as  I  believe  to  be  essential  to  a  correct  understanding  of  the 
whole  case,  asking  your  indulgence  for  the  length  which  this  commu¬ 
nication  must  necessarily  assume. 

The  Provincial  Synod  of  1876,  held  at  Nazareth,  took  the  following 
action,  as  you  will  see  by  reference  to  the  Journal,  page  91  : 


“Sixth  Partial  Report  of  Committee  on  Ciukch  Government. 

“  In  regard  to  the  place  of  holding  the  next  Provincial  Synod, 

''Resolved.,  That  we  recommend  that  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1879 
be  held  at  Hope,  Indiana. 

'* Resolved^  That  if  the  congregation  at  Hope  do  not  deem  it  practi¬ 
cable  to  entertain  the  Synod,  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference  shall 
convene  it  at  Sharon,  O.,  or  at  Philadelphia. 
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•‘Edw.  T.  Kluge,  Chairman;  Wm.  H.  Rice,  Secretary;  C.  B. 
Shultz,  J.  J.  Ricksecker,  G.  F.  Oehler,  H.  S.  Rominger,  E.  A.  Oerter, 
H.  S.  Hoffman,  Eugene  Leibert,  J.  H.  Traeger." 

Resolution  i  was  carried,  and  on  motion  of  Bro.  E.  Rondthaler,  the 
adoption  was  made  unanimous. 

On  motion,  Resolution  2  was  adopted. 

On  motion  of  Bro.  E.  Rondthaler,  it  was 

Resolved,  I'hat  the  P.  Pi.  C.  fix  the  time  of  meeting  of  the  next 
Triennial  Synod. 

On  page  100  of  the  Journal,  you  will  read  as  follows  : 

“On  motion  of  Bro.  E.  Rondthaler,  it  was 

‘^’Resolved,  That  the  President  of  the  Synod,  in  his  response  to  the 
letter  of  greeting  from  the  U.  E.  C.,  express  the  desire  of  this  Synod, 
that  the  next  General  Synod  be  convened  at  such  time  as  shall  enable 
the  American  Province  to  make  its  Provincial  Synod  of  1879,  a  prepar¬ 
atory  one.” 

In  consequence  of  this  action,  it  was  by  all  considered  a  settled  fact 
that  the  next  meeting  of  the  Synod  should  be  at  Hope,  “provided  the 
congregation  at  Hope  deem  it  practicable  to  entertain  the  Synod.” 
Should  the  congregation  at  Hope  not  deem  it  practicable  to  entertain 
the  Synod,  it  was  understood  with  equal  clearness  that  the  meeting 
should  be  held  at  Sharon  or  Philadelphia,  giving  preference  in  the  order 
named  ;  presuming  that  a  sufficient  number  of  places  had  been  desig¬ 
nated  to  meet  all  contingencies,  without  delegating  to  P.  E.  C.  any 
discretion  with  reference  to  place  ;  and  without,  for  a  moment,  enter¬ 
taining  the  idea  that  there  was  any  distinction  between  a  preparatory 
Synod,  so-called,  and  the  Provincial  Synod. 

It  should  be  mentioned  in  this  place,  that  the  consideration  of  the 
increased  expense  of  holding  a  Synod  west  of  the  Allegheny  Mountains, 
was  not  lost  sight  of  by  the  Synod  of  1876;  but  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  Bro.  Robert  de  Schweinitz  called  special  attention  to  the  ex¬ 
pense  at  the  Synod,  and  the  fact  that  it  would  cost  more  than  to  hold  a 
Synod  east  of  the  ^Mountains,  svas  admitted  at  the  time,  the  Synod,  by 
a  solemnly  rising  vote,  unanimously  resolved  to  meet  at  Hope. 

The  opposition  to  holding  a  Synod  in  the  West,  so  far  as  known  to 
the  undersigned,  was  first  expressed  by  the  President  of  the  P.  E.  C. , 
when,  immediately  after  the  adjournment  of  the  Synod  of  1876,  he  sug¬ 
gested  to  the  pastor  of  the  Hope  congregation  that  the  congregation  at 
Hope  would  not  find  it  practicable  to  entertain  the  Synod  ;  and  to  the 
writer,  that  the  expense  would  be  too  great  to  admit  of  carrying  out  the 
resolution  of  Synod. 

On  April  21st,  1877,  in  the  course  of  an  official  letter,  the  President 
of  the  P.  E.  C.  wrote  to  the  undersigned  (in  connection  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  determining  the  time  when  the  next  Synod  should  meet)  as 
follows  :  “  Your  suggestion  that  the  time  of  holding  the  next  Provincial 
Synod  should.be  determined  now,  before  any  of  the  District  Conferences 
meet,  is  an  excellent  one,  and,  for  the  reasons  mentioned  by  you,  it  is 
almost  absolutely  necessary.  Hence*  we  propose,  unless  you  have  any 
other  suggestion  to  make,  to  announce  at  each  of  the  coming  District 
Conferences,  that  we  (P.  E.  C. )  have  resolved  to  call  the  next  Provin- 
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cial  Synod  in  the  fall  of  the  year  1878,  of  course  stating  the  reasons,  i.  e. 
on  account  of  General  Synod,  and  impracticability  of  holding  a  Provin¬ 
cial  Synod  so  early  in  1879,”  etc.  He  further  writes  :  “I  have  just 
gone  over  the  detailed  Report  of  the  Committee  on  the  last  Synodal 
expenses,  which  Bro.  Joseph  Rice  made  out  very  minutely  last  year, and 
on  its  basis  I  have  made  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  a  Synod  at  Hope, 
and  I  find  that  it  will  cost  $1000  more  at  least  to  hold  a  Synod  at  Hope 
than  it  would  to  hold  it  at  Philadelphia.  *  *  *  *  Qf  course  the 

whole  matter  depends  entirely  on  the  Hope  congregation.  If  it  insists 
on  the  resolution  of  Synod  being  carried  out,  nothing  can  be  done. 
Hi  *  *  *  I  do  not  at  present  propose  any  official  action,  but  would 

like  to  have  your  opinion,''  etc.  In  my  reply,-  I  took  the  ground  that 
the  place  of  meeting  had  been  determined  by  Synod,  and  that  P.  E.  C. 
had  no  right  to  change  it,  an  opinion  evidently  shared,  at  that  time,  by 
my  colleague  who  had  written  :  “Of  course  the  whole  matter  depends 
entirely  upon  Hope  congregation  and  who,  at  that  time,  from  the 
tenor  of  the  letter  quoted,  also  evidently  considered  the  earlier  conven¬ 
ing  of  the  Provincial  Synod  as  the  mode  of  preparing  for  the  General 
Synod.  In  my  reply,  I  also  objected,  not  only  to  official  action  on  the 
part  of  P,  E.  C.,  but  more  especially  to  so-called  unofficial  action  on 
the  part  of  individual  members  of  P.  E.  C.  I  held  it  to  be  wrong  for 
any  of  us,  in  attending  the  District  Conferences,  or  on  other  occasions, 
to  influence  public  opinion  against  the  carrying  out  of  a  resolution  of 
Synod,  no  matter  on  what  subject  that  resolution  treated.  But  there 
is  abundant  evidence  to  prove  that  this  brother  did,  when  in  hi^  official 
capacity,  visiting  the  District  Conferences  of  the  Northwestern  District, 
in  the  summer  of  1877,  declare  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  hold  the 
Synod  at  Hope,  on  account  of  the  expense,  thereby  preparing  the  way 
fon  further  action  which  should  contravene  the  resolution  of  Synod,  and 
result  in  its  defeat. 

On  January  2d,  1878,  the  President  of  the  P.  E.  C.  wrote  me  along 
letter  on  this  subject.  He  stated  that  the  editor  of  The  Moravian  had 
received  two  communications,  for  insertion  in  the  paper,  by  persons 
who  had  made  calculations  of  “the  enormous  cost"  of  holding  a  Synod 
at  Hope.  In  view  of  the  expense  he  wrote  :  “I  have  thought  that  be¬ 
fore  this  question  is  discussed  in  The  Moravian  by  outsiders,  I  would 
ask  you  whether  you  would  make  representations  to  the  Hope  congre¬ 
gation,  and  ask  them,  in  view  of  the  cost  and  of  the  present  financial 
condition  of  the  church,  voluntarily  to  give  up  their  right  to  have  the 
Synod  at  Hope,  and  instead  thereof,  for  us  to  convene  it  at  Philadel¬ 
phia,  with  the  express  understanding  that  the  next  Synod  thereafter 
shall  be  held  at  Hope.  This  next  Synod  will,  in  all  probability  cost 
only  one-half  of  what  previous  Synods  have  cost ;  that  is  to  say,  if  the 
committee  that  has  been  appointed,  brings  before  the  next  Synod  a  plan 
that  would  be  adopted,  for  reducing  the  membership  of  Synod. "  In 
reply  to  this  letter,  I  reiterated  the  views  I  had  formerly  expressed,  as¬ 
suring  my  colleagues,  in  substance,  that  the  Synod  having  placed  this 
question  beyond  the  reach  of  discussion,  it  was  our  duty  simply  to  carry 
out  the  enactment  of  Synod.  If  the  Synod  had  made  a  mistake,  it  was 
its  mistake  and  not  ours,  and  the*  consequences  must  be  on  its  own 


head.  1  assured  them,  however,  that  there  were  brethren  in  the  West 
and  in  the  East,  who  would  not  stand  by  and  see  a  debt  incurred ;  and 
if  a  fair  opportunity  were  given,  we  would  make  up  the  extra  cost  so  as 
not  to  burden  any  congregation,  or  touch  the  Sustentation  Fund.  1 
moreover  deprecated  all  discussion  of  this  question  in  The  Moravian, 
and  warned  rny  colleagues  that  it  would  only  result  in  producing  a 
sharp  and  unpleasant  controversy.  I  must  have  expressed  myself  with 
unusual  earnestness,  for  in  replying  to  my  letter,  Bro.  de  Schweiniu 
wrote  :  “I  tear  I  must  have  expressed  myself  unfortunately,  in  what  1 
wrote  in  my  last,  inasmuch  as  you  reply  in  such  a  warning,  almost 
threatening  tone,  as  if  I  were  bringing  on  a  public  discussion  of  that 
question." 

I'he  request  made  of  me  by  the  President  of  P.  F-.  C,  in  his  letter  of 
January  2d,  was  complied  with.  On  the  I2th  of  January,  I  laid  his 
statement  before  the  Congregation  Council  of  Hope  congregation.  The 
whole  subject  was  discussed  in  a  fair  and  candid  manner.  The  consid¬ 
eration  of  expense  was  gone  into,  and  it  was  remarked  that  the  Synod 
knew  of  the  expense,  when  it  resolved  to  meet  in  the  West;  and  that 
the  single  condition  on  which  the  meeting  of  the  Synod  at  Hope  was 
left  to  depend,  was  that  the  congregation  at  Hope  deem  it  practicable  to 
entertain  the  members  thereof.  Tins  was  the  question  to  be  decided 
by  the  congregation  of  Hope.  It  was  said  that  Hope  could  not  honor¬ 
ably  withdraw  its  invitation,  and  if  it  could,  it  did  not  seem  lawful  o?‘ 
right  that  the  congregation  of  Sharon,  Ohio,  should  be  passed  by,  and 
the  Synod  he  convened  in  the  Fast. 

It  was  further  stated,  by  a  highly  respected  lay  member  of  the  coun¬ 
cil,  that  if  this  were  merely  the  question  of  saving  one  thousand  dol¬ 
lars,  or  a  much  smaller  sum,  he  would  not  have  another  word  to  say. 
But  he  maintained,  it  is  part  of  the  plan,  we  have  noticed  of  late  years, 
to  destroy  the  influence  of  Synods  ;  it  strikes  at  the  authority  of  the 
Synod  ;  it  is  a  reflection  upon  the  wisdom  and  propriety  of  its  enact¬ 
ments  ;  it  is  an  attempt  to  strengthen  the  power  of  the  P.  E.  C. ,  at  the 
expense  of  the  influence  of  the  Synod  ;  and  for  these  and  other  reasons 
he  maintained  that  the  congregation  of  Hope  should  not  recede  from 
its  invitation.  The  following  preamble  and  resolutions  were  thereupon 
unanimously  adopted  ; 

“Whereas,  The  last  Provincial  Synod  adjourned  to  meet  at  Hope, 
Indiana,  Uierefore 

^'Resolved,  That  this  congregation  expects  the  Synod ^to  meet  here, 
and  will  cheerfully  entertain  the  members  thereof." 

No  sooner  had  this  action  of  the  council  been  communicated  by  me 
to  my  colleagues  at  Bethlehem,  than,  as  by  a  preconcerted  signal,  the 
columns  of  The  Moravian  teemed  with  articles  manifestly  intended  to 
make  it  appear,  on  the  ground  of  economy,  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
P.  E.  C.  to  convene  the  Synod  at  the  East. 

About  the  middle  of  February,  I  visited  Bethlehem,  and  on  Febru¬ 
ary  2ist,  the  subject  came  up  for  consideration,  in  a  meeting  of  P.  PI. 
C.  Nearly  a  whole  day  was  spent  in  the  discussion  of  it.  At  an  earlv 
stage  of  the  discussion,  I  was  informed  that  my  colleagues  had  made  up 
their  minds  not  to  convene  the  Synod  at  Hope,  on  account  of  the  ex- 


pense.  'Ffie  further  narrative  of  the  discussion  and  its  results,  in  thf 
issuing"  of  circulars  to  the  churches  entitled  to  lay  representation,  and 
also  to  the  home  missionaries  ;  togetirer  with  the  conditional  consent  1 
gave  to  the  measure,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  side  with  vdiich  m\' 
opinions  coincided  were  suddenly  cut  o-ff  from  the  opportunity  of  reach¬ 
ing  the  ear  of  the  churches  through  d'uK  Moravian,  you  will  hnd  in 
my  printed  letter  to  my  colleagues,  dated  March  i6th,  to  which  1  beg' 
leave  to  refer  you. 

For  further  explanation,  1  refer  you  to  the  argument  and  protest  of 
the  pastor,  elders  and  trustees  of  Hope  congregation,  dated  March  6th, 
1878  also  to  the  memorial  and  resolutions  of  the  Congregatio-n  Coun¬ 
cil,  dated  March  16,  1878.  I  regret  also  to  have  to  direct  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  a  circular,  N^oticc,  ”  without  date,  issued  by  my  colleagues. 
This  “notice”  induced  Bro.  H.  S.  Hoffman,  corresponding  secretarv 
of  our  Church  ^Extension  Board,  to  print  his  explanation  and  letter  to 
the  President  of  P.  F  C.,  a  copy  of  which  is  also  submitted  for  your 
consideration.  I  beg  leave,  furthermore,  to  direct  your  special  attention 
to  the  legal  opinion  of  the  Plon.  V\hn.  A.  Porter,  late  Judge  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  as  to  the  place  where  the  next  Provin¬ 
cial  Synod  of  the  Northern  Province  of  the  Moravian  Church  canlegall}- 
convene.  A  copy  of  this  opinion  is  respectfully  submitted. 

Having  thus  given  a  brief  and  necessarily  imperfect  .sketch  of  the 
leading  tacts  in  the  history  of  the  case,  and  drawn  your  attention  to  the 
papers  herewith  submitted,  I  desire  further  to  say: 

I.  That  the  meeting  of  the  Synod  in  the  West  was,  until  quite 
recently,  opposed  solely  on  the  ground  of  the  increased  expense.  It 
was  admitted  and  declared  by  the  Pre.sidenf:  of  the  P.  E.  C. ,  in  1877,. 
that  the  whole  matter  of  meeting  elsewhere,  even  preparatory  to  a  Gen¬ 
eral  Synod,  depended  entirely  on  the  Hope  Congregation.  (See  extract 
from  his  letter  of  April  21st,  1877.)  It  had  not  been  discovered,  even 
so  late  as  January,  1878,  that  P.  E.  C.  could  call  a  preparatory  Synod 
to  meet  “  when  and  where  it  pleased,”  regardless  of  the  enactments  of 
Provincial  Synods.  This  is  ah  after-thought,  and,  in  fact,  a  complete 
change  of  position. 

II.  The  financial  difficulty  has  now  been  met.  I  refer  you  to  the 
resolution  of  the  Hope  Congregation  offering  to  deposit  $500  with 
the  treasurer  of  the  Sustentation  Fund,  as  a  guarantee;  'also  to  the 
generous  offer  of  Bro.  Hoffman  to  contribute  $800  ;  and  it  *is  known 
that,  were  it  necessary,  other  offers  w^oiild  be  made  ;  so  that  this  im¬ 
mense  difficulty,  which  threatened  all  manner  of  dire  calamities,  has 
been  entirely  removed. 

III.  My  colleagues  make  a  distinction  between  a  prejxiratory 
Synod  and  an  ordinary  Provincial  Synoil,  and  upon  this  they  seem 
exclusively  to  rely  as  a  basis  for  the  authority  they  claim,  but  which 
we  deny.  They  concede,  as  we  understand  them,  that  they  cannot 
change  the  place  of  meeting  of  an  ordinary  Provincial  Synod,  their 
only  power  over  such  a  Synod  being  to  convene  it  at  an  earlier  day,  as 
provided  in  §  54,  Syn.  Res.,  1857;  but  a  preparatory  Synod,  (which 
must,  as  all  everywhere  admit,  in  accordance  with  §  71,  Syn.  Res., 
1869,  always  precede  a  General  Synod)  they  say  in  their  circular  of 
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March  ii,  1878,  that  §  83  (d)  Syn.  Res.,  1869,  authorizes  them  to 
call  when  and  where  they  please.  This  we  believe  to  be  an  incor¬ 
rect,  a  forced  and  an  unnecessary  interpretation  of  the  constitution  of 
the  church. 

§  80,  Synodal  Results,  1869,  says:  “Provincial  Synods  have  the 
supreme  direction  of  provincial  affairs  and  the  power  to  legislate  on 
them,”  etc.  Does  any  one,  for  a  moment,  pretend  that  this  does  not 
apply  to  all  provincial  Synods,  whether  convened  preparatory  to  a 
(General  Synod  or  not } 

§  81  defines  the  “Powers  of  Provincial  Synods.”  There  is  no 
distinction  here.  Provincial  Synods  are  treated  of  without  an  idea  of 
class,  character  or  purpose  ;  and  for  whatever  occasion  they  may  have 
been  conven^jd,  all  have  the  same  powers. 

§  83  Synodal  Results,  1869  (2),  says:  “It  (P.  E.  C. )  has 
*  the  chief  direction  and  administration  in  conformity  with 
the  rules  and  principles  laid  down  by  each  Provincial  Synod  of  all  con¬ 
cerns  which  are  provincial.  *  ♦  *  *  Connected  with  this,  the 

convening  of  Provincial  Synods  in  urgent  cases.” 

Here,  again,  Provincial  Synods  are  treated  of  without  distinction  as 
to  character  and  purpose  of  meeting  ;  and,  in  addition,  it  is  expressly 
provided  that  this  very  power  of  calling  Synods  in  urgent  cases,  claimed 
by  my  colleagues  from  this  identical  paragraph,  and  upon  which  they 
lay  such  great  stress,  is  only  to  be  exercised  by  P.  E.  C. ,  in  subordina¬ 
tion  to  the  Provincial  Synod.  There  is  no  such  distinction  as  is  claimed. 
The  Provincial  Synod  is  the  Provincial  Synod,  as  the  British  Parliament 
is  the  Parliament,  or  the  German  Reichstag  is  the  Reichstag.  It  is  one 
and  the  same  body,  and  possesses  the  same  powers  under  all  circum¬ 
stances,  no  matter  when,  or  for  what  purpose,  ordinary  or  extraordinary, 
it  is  assembled  ;  without  any  transformation  of  itself  from  one  character 
into  another,  as  my  colleagues  seem  to  think  necessary.  Identically 
the  same  body  or  supreme  power  is  referred  to  in  §  54  (a).  Synodal 
Results,  1857,  and  in  §  83  (4),  Synodal  Results,  1869,  and  wherever 
else  Provincial  Synods,  preparatory  or  otherwise,  ordinar}'  or  extraor¬ 
dinary,  are  mentioned  ;  and  a  Synod  meeting,  in  an  “  urgent  case,”  no 
matter  how  urgent,  or  what  the  circumstances,  preparatjory  to  a  General 
Synod  or  not,  is  nothing  less  nor  more  than  merely  a  meeting  of  the 
highest  authority  of  the  province, — a  meeting  of  the  Synod  for  the 
transaction  of  provincial  business,  in  consequence  of  this  urgency,  in 
advance  of,  or  at  an  earlier  day  than  that  contemplated  by  the  Synod 
itself  at  its  last  previous  meeting  ;  and  must  be  convened  in  conformity 
with  all  previously  existing  legislation.  This,  until  recently  contro¬ 
verted  by  my  colleagues,  has,  in  the  American  Province,  been  the 
universally  accepted  idea.  It  was  so  viewed  at  the  time  of  the  adoption 
of  the  Constitution,  and  on  this  account  it  has  never  been  deemed 
necessary  to  make  a  special  provision  for  the  convening  of  an  “extra¬ 
ordinary  preparatory  Synod”  (although  sometimes  done),  upon  the 
omission  of  which,  in  the  present  instance,  such  great  stress  is  laid  by 
my  colleagues. 

The  fact  that  this  delegation  of  power  appears  in  both  the  General 
and  the  Provincial  Constitution,  is  no  reason  they  do  not  refer  to  the 
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same  thing.  It  is  merely  repeating  in  the  Provincial  Constitution,  the 
delegation  of  a  right  which  would  not  otherwise  appear  in  it.  and  would 
have  to  be  searched  tor  in  the  General  Constitution.  The  two  para¬ 
graphs  are  in  nowise  in  conflict. 

We  say  the  interpretation  of  my  colleagues  is  unnecessary,  because 
all  urgent  cases  are  fully  provided  for  by  our  view  of  the  matter,  and 
this,  without  infringing  on  any  Synodal  enactments,  and  without  anv 
abridgment  of  the  proper  powers  of  P.  E.  C.  The  assumption  of  all 
doubtful  or  questionable  authority  is  dangerous,  and  when  unnecessary, 
should  be  strictly  avoided.  In  §  75,  Synodal  Results,  1869,  the  Unity’s 
Elders’  Conference  is  empowered,  in  extraordinary  cases,  to  convene  a 
General  Synod,  even  when  it  has  not  been  expressly  commissioned  to 
do  so  by  a  General  Synod.  No  such  special  and  extraordinary  power 
is  anywhere  granted  to  a  Provincial  Elders’  Conference;  and  any  excep¬ 
tion  made  by  U.  E.  C.  to  a  rule  laid  down  by  Synod,  is  so  hedged  in 
by  restrictions,  that  it  is  plainly  to  be  seen  the  exception  can  only  be 
made  when  imperatively  demanded  by  circumstances;  and  even  then 
you  would  act  in  conformity  with  special  provision  of  General  Synod; 
therefore,  according  to  law,  and  without  the  assumption  of  any  doubt¬ 
ful  authority.  Your  honored  body  would  be  the  last  to  set  an  example 
of  unnecessary  departure  from  a  law  of  the  church,  a  conviction  in 
which  we  are  sustained  by  your  answer  to  the  request  made  by  our 
province  in  regard  to  the  time  for  the  meeting  of  the  next  General 
Synod,  which  you  decline  to  change,  because  it  had  been  fixed  by  the 
Synod  itself. 

IV.  There  is  here  no  question  such  as  that  referred  to  at  the  close 
of  §81  of  the  Results  of  General  Synod  of  1869,  and  cited  in  the 
“notice”  without  date,  of  my  colleagues.  It  is  not  maintained  by  any 
one,  that  the  Provincial  Synod  of  the  Northern  Province  has  exceeded 
iis  powers.  On  the  contrary,  it  has  done  just  what  the  Constitution  of 
the  province  empowers  it  to  do,  and  makes  it  incumbent  upon  it  to  do. 
Since  the  adoption  of  the  present  Constitution,  only  one  example  has 
occurred  which  has  a  bearing  upon  the  present  case  The  Provincial 
Synod  of  1867  (see  Journal,  p.  64)  passed  the  following  resolution  : 

‘  ^Resolved,  That  a  Synod  of  the  Northern  Province  of  the  American 
Brethren’s  Church,  preparatory  to  the  General  Synod  to  be  held  in 
1869,  convened  at  Bethlehem,  in  the  month  of  November,  the  day 
of  the  meeting  to  be  fixed  by  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference.” 

In  his  opening  address  at  the  preparatory  Synod  of  1868,  (see  Jour¬ 
nal,  p.  7)  the  President  of  the  P.  E.  C.,  Bro.  Robert  de  Schweinitz,said  : 
‘  ‘  Pursuant  to  a  resolution  of  the  Provincial  Synod  of  last  year,  we  meet 
at  this  time,  after  the  lapse  of  a  much  shorter  period  than  usual.”  This 
example  does  not  justify  the  conclusion  assumed  by  my  colleagues,  that 
they  may  call  preparatory  Synods  when  and  where  they  please,  but 
show  that  the  Provincial  Synod  itself  considers  Preparatory  Synods 
merely  as  a  meeting  of  the  Provincial  Synod  in  a  preparatory  capacity. 

V.  As  already  intimated,  the  exercise  of  a  doubtful  power  is  to  be 
avoided,  more  especially  where  the  consequences  may  be  serious;  how 
much  more  an  act  like  this  which  is  held  by  many  of  our  most  thought¬ 
ful  and  intelligent  brethren  to  be  clearly  unconstitutional,  and  which 
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Ti'nay  therefore  lead  to  the  most  disastrous  consequences.  It  was  undeT 
■iiuch  impressions,  and  with  a  desire  to  obtain  an  impartial  opinion 
from  the  highest  source,  which  might  serve  as  a  guide  to  them  in  de¬ 
termining  their  own  caurse,  that  several  brethren,  in  the  exercise  of  an 
tundoubted  right  belonging  to  every  American  citizen,  concluded  to  ask 
for  an  opinion  from  the  highest  legal  authority  within  their  reach.  My 
colleagues  blame  them  fo-r  so  doing.  I  think  v/e  are  under  lasting  ob¬ 
ligations  to  them.  For  rny  own  part,  I  had  little  doubt  what  the  opin¬ 
ion  of  any  eminent  jurist  on  the  subject  would  be;  and  I  feel  satisfied 
that  the  opinion  of  the  Honorable  Judge  Porter  would  be  sustained  by 
anv  court  in  the  land.  Permit  me  once  more  to  call  your  special  atten¬ 
tion  _to  the  fourth  page  of  the  printed  opinion,  and  most  especially  to 
the  advice  given  in  the  concluding  sentences.  It  is  the  advice  of  a  good 
Christian  man  who  wishes  us  well. 

VI.  A  Synod  illegally  convened  would  imperil  the  legal  succession 
of  the  P.  E  C. ,  which  is  a  body  corporate  before  the  law,  empowered 
to  act  as  trustee,  etc.  The  election  of  the  P.  E.  C.  must  therefore  be 
regular  and  legal  as  to  time,  manner  and  place.  It  would  hence  also 
imperil  the  title  to  church  property;  also  the  holding  of  trust  funds, 
which  make  up  nearly  the  whole  of  our  Sustentation  Fund,  and  other 
moneys  under  the  control  of  the  P.  E.  C  All  this  danger  will  surely 
be  avoided  by  taking  that  course  which  is  ceitatnly  free  from  doubt, 
and  convening  the  Synod  at  Hope. 

VH.  When  I  had  the  honor  of  attending  the  General  Synod  of  1869, 
1,  together  with  others,  admired  the  great  carefulne.ss  of  the  members 
of  the  U.  E.  C.  in  strictly  complying  with  all  the  requirements  of  the 
civil  Inw  in  regard  to  the  Synod  itself,  and  also  in  regard  to  the  proper 
legal  succession  of  the  newly  elected  U.  E.  C.  In  my  opinion,  the  ex¬ 
ample  thus  set  us  is  worthy  of  all  honor,  and  of  our  conscientious  imi¬ 
tation,  and  I  have  so  declared  my  sentiments  to  my  colleagues.  You 
know,  dear  brethren,  that  church  law  and  civil  law  touch  each  other  in 
a  hundred  points;  and  it  is  not  wise  to  disregard  the  lessons  with  which 
the  history  of  the  Christian  Church,  in  its  relations  to  the  State, abounds. 
Suppose,  e.  g.,  that  our  next  preparatory  Synod  were  illegally  convened; 
the  effect  would  be  that  the  election  of  our  delegates  to  the  General 
Synod  w’ould  be  illegal,  and  their  credentials  worthless;  and  the  acts  of 
the  General  Synod  itself  might  be  called  into  question. 

VIII.  From  what  has  been  said,  you  will  see  that  this  question  is 
not  considered  by  many  members  of  the  church  as  a  trivial  one  It  has 
been  regarded,  from  the  time  when  it  was  first  agitated  among  us,  as  a 
<]uestion  fraught  with  grave  consequences.  In  itself,  the  place  where  a 
Provincial  Synod  meets  would  be  of  comparatively  little  importance; 
but  when  the  question  becomes  this  :  Shall  the  Synod  have  an  un¬ 
doubted  legal  character  or  not  it  is  all-important.  Nothing  but  a 
firm  and  decided  conviction  of  the  necessity  existing  for  compliance 
with  the  law  would  induce  us  to  enter  into  this  unpleasant  controversy, 
or  to  offer  the  sum  of  money  which  has  been  pledged.  But  we  believe 
that  our  dearest  interests  as  members  of  our  beloved  church,  and  the 
prosperity  of  our  church  in  this  country^ — yea,  its  veiy'  constitution 
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Itself — arc  at  stake;  therefore  we  feel  constrained  (3  persevere  frr  the 
nse  of  all  honorable  means  to  avert  the  impending  danger. 

I  cannot  close  this  statement  without  drawing  your  attention  to  the 
fact  (which  must  have  become  apparent  to  you)  that  the  subject  sub¬ 
mitted  to  you  has  become  complicated  through  the  changes  of  position 
assumed  by  the  other  side.  There  are  those  among  us  who  suspected 
from  the  first  that  the  plausible  plea  of  economy  would  be  abandoned 
when  no  longer  available,  and  that  some  other  pretext  would  be  sought 
for  defeating  the  will  of  the  last  Synod,  And  in  this  connection  I  can 
not  avoid  stating  the  conviction  of  many  brethren  (and  they  men  ever 
ready  to  support  the  church  in  its  work  )  that  there  exists  in  this  province 
a  party — not  numerous,  it  is  true,  but  making  itself  pierceived  and  felt 
— the  tendency  of  which  is  towards  the  concentration  of  authority  in 
the  hands  of  a  few  ;  towards  the  establishment  of  a  diocesan  episco- 
[lacy  ;  and  towards  the  suppression  of  lay  activity.  To  accomplish 
these  ends  they  lose  no  opportunity  to  bring  Synods  into  disrepute  by 
casting  reflections  on  their  enactments  ;  they  endeavor  to  deprive  the 
congregations  as  such  of  the  right  to  elect  delegates  to  the  Provincial 
Synod,  insisting  that  the  delegates  should  be  elected  by  the  District 
Conferences  ;  thus  also  changing  the  character  and  impairing  the  use¬ 
fulness  of  District  Conferences.  They  favor  measures  which  would 
change  the  character  and  polity  of  the  church,  and  oppose  those  which 
•are  identified  with  the  sound  and  healthy  progress  of  the  church  in  thi.s 
province  since  the  adoption  of  our  present  constitution.  The  adoption 
of  such  measures,  we  firmly  believe,  would  be  the  death-knell  of  the 
Moravian  Church  in  this  country'.  American  institutions  are  not  those 
among  which  a  church  so  constituted  and  so  governed  would  flourish  ; 
at  least  not  until  the  general  intelligence  of  our  people  subsides  to  a  par 
with  that  of  our  Catholic  population. 

I  would  yet  remind  you  that  all  such  legal  questions  as  are  involved 
in  the  present  case,  if  unfortunately  any  contest  should  arise,  will  at 
once  pass  from  under  your  and  our  control  and  jurisdiction  to  the  civil 
courts,  and  to  entail  upon  the  church  untold  perplexities,  if  not  losses. 
Here,  then,  are  two  courses  presented.  One  is  undoubtedly  legal,  and 
perfectly  safe.  This  even  the  other  side  have  admitted,  again  and  again. 
No  financial  difficulty  any  longer  besets  it.  The  other,  to  say  the 
least,  is  dangerous,  and  may  lead  to  disastrous  consequences.  Its 
adoption  may  produce  discord  and  disaster,  the  end  of  which  we  shall 
not  live  to  see.  Under  such  circumstances,  we  appeal  to  you  for  that 
calm  and  dispassionate  judgment  which  we 'know  you  will  not  fail  to 
give,  and  entreat  you  to  interpose  your  good  offices  towards  allaying 
the  uneasiness  which  has  been  caused,  and  averting  the  evil  consequen¬ 
ces  now  feared. 

A/>/  i/  I  Ilk,  i8j8. 

Owing  to  the  fact  communicated  to  you  in  my  letter  of  April  2nd, 
viz.,  that  my  colleagues  had  failed  to  furnish  me  with  a  copy  of  their 
statement  and  appeal  (Bro.  R.  de  Schvveinitz  having  written  to  me  ; 
“  Even  if  we  had  been  willing  to  submit  to  your  inspection  our  com¬ 
munication  to  the  U.  E.  C.,  it  would  be  too  late  now'’),  and  to  the 
manifest  impossibility  of  intelligently  answering  questions  or  charges, 
without  being  fully  informed  of  their  character  and  scope,  1  have  not 


been  able,  hitherto,  to  present  to  you  our  side  of  the  case.  Yesterday, 
our  Bro.  the  Honorable  Jacob  Blickensderfer,  a  member  of  the  con¬ 
gregation  at  Sharon,  O.,  arrived  here,  to  my  great  delight.  He  has 
come  from  his  distant  home  expressly  to  confer  with  me  in  regard  to  this 
matter,  in  which  he  feels  a  deep  interest.  He  had  made  a  journey,  last 
week,  to  Bethlehem,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  two  members  of 
the  P.  E.  C.  living  there  would  not  consent  to  withdraw  their  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  meeting  of  Synod  at  Hope,  inasmuch  as  the  financial  diffi¬ 
culty  had  been  removed,  and  thus  settle  the  controversy  and  quiet  our 
people.  In  this  he  did  not  succeed.  Bro.  Blickensderfer  is  a  true  and 
<levoted  member  of  our  church,  and  there  is  no  one  now  living  who  has 
borne  so  prominent  a  part  as  he  in  the  Synods  of  our  province,  from 
1849  which  resulted  in  the  formation  of  our  present  constitu¬ 

tion.  In  fact,  the  constitution  of  our  province,  and  largely  that  of  the 
Unity  itself,  as  they  now  stand,  are  in  almost  the  identical  words  of  the 
original  draft  made  by  him.  Bro.  Blickensderfer  has,  moreover,  had 
much  experience  in  public  life.  He  was  twice  chosen  by  the  people  of 
his  native  state  to  an  important  and  responsible  office  ;  he  has  been  the 
chief  engineer  of  great  lines  of  railroad,  including  at  least  one  trans¬ 
continental  line  ;  he  has  repeatedly  held  high  commissions  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  and  has  been  appointed  by  Congress  to 
attend  to  the  settlement  of  delicate  and  difficult  business  at  our  national 
capital  ;  everywhere  discharging  his  duties  so  fairly,  impartially  and 
honorably,  that  few  men,  if  any,  stand  higher  in  the  public  esti¬ 
mation.  This  brother's  knowledge,  experience  and  wisdom,  justly 
entitle  his  opinions  to  great  weight ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed,  for 
a  moment,  that  he  would  sacrifice  time,  labor  and  means,  as  he  is 
unselfishly  doing,  were  he  not  fully  convinced  that  grave  questions  had 
arisen,  and  that  the  best  interests  of  the  church  in  this  country  are  at  stake. 

On  the  occasion  of  his  visit  to  Bethlehem,  Bro  Robt.  de  Schweinitz 
consented  to  give  him,  “as  a  matter  of  courtesy  but  not  of  right,"  a 
paper  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  the  questions  submitted  by  himself 
and  Bro.  Kampmann,  to  you.  I  herewith  transmit  to  you  a  copy  of 
this  paper,  see  appendix  A.  In  reference  to  it,  Bro.  de  Schwei- 
nitz  writes  me,  under  date  of  April  9th :  Bro.  J.  Blickensderfer  visited 
here  last  week,  as  you  are  aware,  and  among  the  rest,  asked  for  a  copy 
of  the  questions  which  we  have  submitted  to  U.  E.  C.  for  decision.  I 
have  sent  him  a  copy  of  these  questions,  which  I  presume  from  what  he 
said  to  me,  he  has  sent,  or  will  send  to  you,  and  I  trust  this  may  ex¬ 
pedite  the  matter." 

We  believe  that  these  questions  will  be  found  to  be  substantially 
met  and  refuted  in  this  paper,  as  also  in  that  submitted  to  you  by  the 
Sharon  congregation  ;  but,  notwithstanding  the  impression  conveyed 
by  Bro.  R.  de  Schweinitz,  that  these  are  all  the  questions  submitted  to 
your  Board,  we  must  believe  that  other  questions  were  also  submitted 
for  decision,  and  we  have  no  evidence  that  such  questions  have  been 
withdrawn.  For  on  March  28th,  Bro.  R.  de  Schweinitz  wrote  to  me 
as  follows,  in  reply  to  my  first  suggestion  that  we  should  agree  upon  the 
.  statement  and  questions  to  be  submitted  :  “As  regards  the  appeal  to 
the  U.  E.  C. ,  we  would  say  that  we  sent  off  our  communication  last 
night.  It  consists,  first,  of  a  historical  statement  of  the  controversy — 
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of  course,  from  our  point  of  view — and  then  of  an  ai)peal,  or  ratlier  a 
request,  for  them  to  decide  this  question,  viz.  :  Whether,  according  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  Unitas  Fratrum,  the  P.  K.  C.  has  the  right,  or 
not,  to  convene  the  preparatory  Synod,  to  be  iield  this  year,  at  any  other 
place  than  Hope,  notwithstanding  the  resolution  of  the  Synod  of  1876. 
We  ask,  also,  for  an  expression  of  opinion  as  to  the  rules  by  which 
members  of  a  P.  E.  C.  must  be  governed  in  their  official  deliberations 
and  conduct  for  the  integrity  of  the  government  of  our  church  ;  and 
present  the  issues  involved  in  the  decision,  as  regards  the  present  and 
future  welfare  of  our  province.  We,  furthermore,  ask  for  an  expression 
of  opinion,  whether  a  minister  of  our  church,  in  conjunction  with  the 
officers  of  his  congregation,  has  a  right  to  protest  and  pronounce  illegal, 
before  the  public,  the  action  of  the  P.  E.  C.,  instead  of  appealing  to  the 
U.  E.  C. ,  or  to  the  Provincial  Synod.” 

You  will  perceive,  at  once,  that  the  one  statement  does  not  contain 
all  that  is  stated  in  the  other ;  and  that  while  two  questions  are  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  quotation  given  above,  which  are  not  contained  in  the 
statement  obtained  through  Bro.  Blickensderfer,  the  third  question  is 
not  as  fully  stated  as  it  is  in  the  last  mentioned  paper,  of  which  a  copy 
is  sent,  see  appendix  A. 

Therefore,  my  present  communication  can  be  regarded  only  as  a 
partial  answer  to  their  appeal  ;  and,  if  there  is  any  danger  of  an  adverse 
decision^  I  still  claim  the  right  of  further  reply  as  soon  as  the  complete 
copy  of  their  statement  and  questions,  for  which  I  have  asked,  comes 
to  hand. 

I  beg  leave  to  mention,  by  way  of  explanation,  that  wherever  quota¬ 
tions  from  the  Synodal  results  occur,  they  have  been  copied  from  the 
English  translation,  and  re-translated  into  German,  as  I  have  not  a 
German  copy  in  my  possession.  If  they  do  not  corre.spond  literally 
with  the  original  German,  it  is  for  the  reason  now  given. 

Although  we  utterly  deny  the  right  of  the  P.  E.  C.,  acting  with  or 
without  the  concurrence  of  any  number  of  pastors  or  congregations,  to 
change  the  place  for  the  meeting  of  Synod,  it  seems  proper  to  refer, 
before  closing,  to  the  statement  of  my  colleagues,  in  their  “notice” 
without  date,  that  they  had  received  an  overwhelming  majority  of 
opinions  (in  response  to  the  circular  of  February  23)  in  favor  of  holding 
/  the  Synod  in  the  Fast.  Ic  is  well  known  that  these  opinions  were  ob¬ 
tained  under  pressure  of  great  haste,  as  urged  in  the  circular,  and  that 
they  were  influenced  simply  by  the  financial  consideration — the  only 
one  mentioned  in  the  circular.  It  is  also  well  known  that  a  great 
change  of  opinion  has  occurred,  and  is  still  in  progress,  in  consequence 
of  more  mature  reflection  and  the  dissemination  of  more  information  on 
the  subject.  Ministers  and  whole  congregations  now  are  strenuously 
opposed  to  a  measure  which  they  were  at  first  disposed  to  favor,  under 
the  plea  of  financial  difficulty  and  without  due  examination  of  the  con¬ 
stitutional  question,  and  the  bearing  of  such  action  upon  our  position 
before  the  civil  authorities. 

Earnestly  asking  an  interest  in  your  prayers,  and  with  cordial  salu¬ 
tation,  I  remain.  Very  sincerely,  your  brother, 

F.  R.  HOLLAND. 
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CIRCULAR, 


~J'o  the  Pasta?'  aful  Church  at - 

Dear  Brethren: — The  Unity's  Elders' Conference  having  annonnc- 
ed  that  a  General  Synod  of  the  Unitas  Fratrum  is  to  meet  at  Herrnhut 
during  the  year  1879,  becomes  the  duty  of  the  P.  E.  Conference  to 
convene  a  Preparatory  Synod  during  the  course  of  the  present  year. 

The  question  now  arises,  at  what  place  this  Preparatory  Synod  shal^ 
be  held.  The  last  Provincial  Svnod  resolved  that  the  Triennial  Svnod 
of  1879  should  meet  at  Hope,  Indiana,  in  case  the  congregation  at 
Hope  should  deem  it  practicable  to  entertain  the  Synod;  and  that  con¬ 
gregation  having  signified  its  readiness  to  do  so,  it  would  seem  proper 
to  convene  this  Preparatory  Synod  at  that  place,  inasmuch  as  it  is  pre¬ 
sumable  that  the  Preparatory  Synod  will  resolve  itself  into  the  regular 
Synod.  In  view,  Jiowever,  of  the  increased  cost  of  holding  a  Synod  in 
the  West,  combined  with  the  present  unprecedented  linancial  embar¬ 
rassments  of  the  country  and  of  our  Church,  the  P.  E.  Conference  does 
not  feel  free  to  convene  the  Preparatory  Synod  at  Hope  without  having, 
in  the  first. place,  endeavored  to  ascertain  the  sentiment  of  the  Church 
on  this  point.  For  this  reason  we  send  this  circular  to  all  our  Pastors 
and  to  the  Churches  entitled  to  Synodical  representation,  and  request 
you  to  call  a  Church  Council  and  ascertain  what  is  the  opinion  of  vour 
congregation  in  the  premises. 

Please,  therefore,  inform  us,  at  the  earliest  time  possible,  whether 
you  and  your  congregation  are  in  favor  of  holding  the  Synod  at  Hope, 
or  in  the  East,  for  example  at  Philadelphia,  which  place  is  also  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  late  Provincial  Synod. 

Inasmuch  as  the  cost  of  the  SyiWnd  must  be  defrayed  by  the  Churches, 
we  beg  to  remind  you  of  the  importance  of  making  up  your  quota  of 
Synodical  Expenses. 

With  fraternal  salutations^  we  remain  your  Brethren, 

THE  P.  E.  CONFERENCE. 

Btihlehern,  Pa.,  February  2j,  iSyS. 
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1 1  OFF, ,  Ind.  ,  March  6,  1878, 

\Vc,  the  undersigned,  Pastor,  Elders  and  'Trustees  of  the  Moravian 
Church  at  Plope,  Ind.,  deem  it  our  duty  to  enter  our  solemn  protest 
against  the  efforts  which  have  been  made  in  certain  c|uarters  to  defeat 
the  enactment  of  the  Provincial  Synod,  in  regard  to  its  next  [)lace  of 
meeting.  We  deeply  regret  the  course  taken  by  the  Provincial  Elders’ 
Conference  in  reference  to  this  matter,  and  regard  this  whole  movement 
as  only  the  beginning  of  wHat  will  be  most  disastrous  to  the  whole 
Church.  As  we  are  denied  a  hearing  in  the  columns  of  the  Church 
paper,  we  are  under  the  necessity  of  adopting  this  S{>ecial  method  of 
communicating  to  you  our  opinion,  and  defining  our  position. 

l\v  reference  to  the  Journal  of  the  last  Provineial  Synod,  page  91, 
voii  will  read  as  follows: 

“Sixth  partial  Report  of  the  Committee  on  Church  Government. 

In  regard  to  the  place  of  holding  ibe  next  Synod, 

Resolved,  That  we  recommend  that  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1S79  be 
held  at  Hope,  Indiana. 

Resolved,  That  if  the  congregation  at  Hope  do  not  deem  it  practica¬ 
ble  to  entertain  the  Synod,  the  Provincial  Elders'  Conference  shall  con¬ 
vene  it  at  Sharon,  O. ,  or  at  Philadelphia. 

Edward  T.  Kluge,  Chairman  ;  Wm.  H.  Rice,  Secretary  ;  C.  B. 
Shultz,  J.  J.  Ricksecker,  G.  F.  Ochler,  Henry  S  Rominger,  E.  A. 
Oerter,  H.  S.  Hoffman,  PTigene  Leibert,  J.  H.  Traeger. 

Resolution  i  was  carried,  and  on  motion  of  Bro.  E.  Rondthaler 
the  adoption  was  made  unanimous. 

On  motion.  Resolution  2  was  adopted.  On  motion  of  Bro.  E. 
Rondthaler,  it  was 

Resolved,  That  the  P.  FF  C.  fix  the  time  of  meeting  of  the  next 
triennial  Synod.” 

On  page  100  of  the  Journal  you  will  read  as  follows:  “  On  motion 
of  Bro.  E.  Rondthaler,  it  was 

Resolved,  That  the  President  of  the  Synod,  in  his  response  to  the 
letter  of  greeting  from  the  U.  E.  C. ,  express  the  desire  of  this  Synod, 
that  the  next  Provincial  Synod  be  convened  at  such  time  as  shall  enable 
the  American  Province  to  make  its  Provincial  Synod  of  1879  a  prepara¬ 
tory  one.” 

From  these  extracts  it  is  clearly  to  be  seen  that  the  Provincial  Synod 
adopted  the  recommendation  of  the  Committee,  and  resolved  unani¬ 
mously  that  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1879  should  be  held  at  Hope,  Ind. 
It  will  also  be  seen  that  in  case  ‘’the  congregation  at  Hope  do  not 
deem  it  practicable  to  entertain  the  Synod  the  Provincial  Elders’  Con¬ 
ference  shall  convene  it  at  Sharon,  O. ,  or  at  Philadelphia.”  It  will 
further  be  seen  that  the  Synod  of  1876  liad  in  view  the  probability  that 
the  Provincial  Synod  of  1879  »^ight  be  a  preparatory  one.  7'he  sfngle 
comlition  on  which  the  meeting  of  Synod  at  Hope  was  left  to  depend, 
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was  that  the  Congregation  at  Hope  “deem  it  practicable  to  entertain 
the  Synod.  ” 

At  a  Congregation  Council,  which  convened  on  January  12th,  1878, 
for  the  transaction  of  current  business,  an  official  communication  from 
the  President  of  the  P.  E.  C.  was  made,  asking  the  Hope  Congregation 
“  in  view  of  the  cost  and  of  the  pr-esent  financial  condition  of  the  Church 
voluntarily  to  give  up  their  right  to  have  the  Synod  at  Hope,  and  in¬ 
stead  thereof  have  the  P.  E  C.  to  convene  it  at  Philadelphia,  with  the 
e.vpress  understanding  that  the  next  Synod  thereafter  should  be  then 
held  at  Hope.”  The  next  Synod  thereafter,  it  was  also  stated,  would 
])robably  cost  only  half  of  what  previous  Synods  have  cost,  in  conse¬ 
quence  of  an  expected  reduction  in  size,  and  therefore  could  more 
readily  meet  at  Hope. 

believing  our  Congregation  to  occupy  the  position  of  a  party  to  a 
compact,  and  failing  to  see  by  what  lawful  right  the  Congregation  at 
Sharon,  O, ,  could  be  passed  by  in  the  manner  proposed,  the  following 
preamble  and  resolutions  were  unanimously  adopted  by  Council: 

‘Whereas,  the  last  Provincial  Synod  adjourned  to  meet  at  Hope, 
Indiana,  therefore 

Resolved,  That  this  Congregation  expects  the  Synod  to  meet  here, 
and  will  cheerfully  entertain  the  members  thereof” 

We  were  preparing  to  give  effect  to  this  resolution,  and  were  en¬ 
couraged  by  such  assurances  from  Railroad  managers  and  others  as  led 
us  confidently  to  believe  that  we  would  be  able  to  meet  all  the  difficul¬ 
ties,  real  or  imaginary,  which  has  been  lately  so  zealously  paraded  in  the 
columns  of  the  Moravian. 

We  deeply  regret  that  the  P.  Ph  C.  has  seen  fit  to  issue  the  circular 
which  came  into  our  hands  a  few  days  ago.  On  reference  to  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  Church,  (see  Moravian  Manual,  edition  of  1869,  page 
76,)  we  find  the  following  article: 

“  The  Synod  of  the  American  Province  shall  have  power: 

a.  To  fix  the  time  and  place  of  meeting  for  the  next  Provincial 
Synod,  but  in  cases  of  emergency,  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference  may 
convene  the  Synod  at  an  earlier  day.” 

On  page  77,  “The  Provincial  Elders’  Conference  of  this  Province 
shall  have  power: 

d,  In  cases  of  emergency  to  convene  the  Provincial  Synod. 

e.  To  administer  the  government  of  the  Church  in  the  province 
.generally,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  shall  be  adopted,  from 

time  to  time,  by  the  Provincial  Synod.” 

In  the  light  of  these  express  provisions  of  the  Constitution  we  hold 
the  circular,  above  referred  to,  to  be  manifestly  illegal.  According  to 
the  Constitution  the  Provincial  Synod  alone  has  the  power  to  fix  upon 
the  place  of  meeting  of  the  next  Provincial  Synod. 

The  Provincial  Elders’  Conference  may,  in  cases  of  emergency, 
(such  as  the  necessity  of  holding  a  preparatory  Synod, )  convene  the 
Synod  at  an  earlier  day.  Neither  the  P.  E.  C.  nor  a  majority  of  the 
congregations,  nor  any  number  of  individuals  have  any  legal  right 
whatever  to  set  aside  the  enactments  of  Synod  in  regard  to  its  place  of 
meeting. 
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The  Constitution  recognizes  only  the  “  Provincial  Synod/’  and  does 
not  recognize  the  distinction  of  a  “  preparatory  Synod.”  •'rhereff)re, 
whether  the  Synod  be  a  preparatory  one  or  not,  it  falls  equally  within 
the  ])rovisions  of  the  Constitution,  and  must  be  regulated  by  them. 
'Phat  the  Provincial  Elders'  Conference  itself  regards  the  next  Synod  as 
the  regular  triennial  Synod  will  appear  from  the  fact  (see  Journal  of 
Synod,  1876,  page  73)  that  P.  E.  C.  recently  called  together  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Nine  which  was  to  report  to  the  Synod  of  1879,  ])ub- 

lish  the  report  in  the  Church  paper  six  months  before  the  meeting  of 
Synod. 

We  do  most  deeply  regret  that  any  official  action  should  be  taken  or 
proposed  which  appears  to  be  so  plainly  in  conflict  with  the  Constitu¬ 
tion.  Even  a  questionable  act  should  be  avoided  where  the  consequences 
may  be  serious;  how  much  more  an  act  which  says  the  very  foundations 
of  law  and  order  in  the  Church.?  And  if  that  body  which  is  created  by 
the  Synod  for  the  express  purpose  of  administering  the  government  of 
the  Church  “under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  shall  be  adopted  from 
time  to  time,  by  the  Provincial  Synod”  itself  oversteps  the  limits  of  the 
Constitution,  what  but  anarchy  will  be  the  inevitable  result.' 

We  should  have  been  prepared  cheerfully  to  take  part  in  a  Synod 
legally  convened  at  any  place  within  the  Province,  and  we  regret  that  it 
should  so  have  happened  that  our  congregation  has  been  misrepresent¬ 
ed  or  at  least  misunderstood  in  this  connection.  Nevertheless  we  hold 
it  to  be  our  duty  to  uphold  with  all  our  might  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  Church. 

We  therefore  solemnly  protest  against  the  action  proposed  to  con¬ 
gregations  or  ministers,  by  the  circular  above  mentioned,  because,  in 
our  opinion  such  action,  if  made  the  basis  of  a  decision  to  convene  the 
Synod  at  any  other  place  than  that  lawfully  appointed,  would  be  un¬ 
constitutional  and  of  no  binding  force.  We  protest  against  the  assumed 
right  of  the  P.  E.  C.  to  set  aside  a  positive  enactment  of  Synod, — to  for¬ 
sake  tbe  secure  foundations  of  law,  and  launch  out  upon  an  unstable 
sea  of  expediency, — as  an  example  fraught  with  the  most  dangerous 
consequences. 

We  protest  against  the  authority  of  an  illegal  Synod  to  legislate 
legally,  and  we  do  hereby  solemnly  entreat  our  brethren  in  other  con¬ 
gregations  to  take  no  steps  but  such  as  are  strictly  in  accordance  with 
the  Constitution  of  the  Church.  ^ 

We  shall  not  cease  to  pray  that  the  ill-advised  proceedings  which 
have  given  us  so  much  concern,  may  be  stayed  in  their  course  and  the 
threatened  evil  averted,  and  we  remain  faithfully  your  brethren, 

E  J.  REGENNAS,  WM.  CHITTY 

CHARLES  BRUNNER,  CHAS.  G.  MICHAEL, 
HENRY  S.  ROMINGER,C  C.  BLUM, 

THOS.  CLOUSE,  LEWIS  A.  VOGLER, 

MATHIAS  NAUMAN,  FRANK  STAPP. 

I  concur  in  the  above. 


F.  R.  HOLLAND. 


Appendix  III. 


Bkthlehem,  Pa.,  March  iith,  1878. 

In  consequence  of  the  unprecedented  step  taken  by  the  Pastor, 
Elders  and  Trustees  of  the  Church  at  Hope,  (concurred  in  by  our  cob 
league,  Bro..  F.  R.  Holland)  in  issuing  a ‘circular,  denouncing  the  P. 
E.  Conference  and  denying  its  constitutional  right  to  convene  a  Pre¬ 
paratory  Provincial  Synod  where  and  when  the  P.  E.  C.  sees  fit,  the 
undersigned  deem  it  necessary  to  issue  the  subjoined  statement  of  the 
fundamental  laws  of  the  Church  on  this  point. 

ist.  The  Brethren's  Church  has  a  General  Constitution,  set  forth 
in  the  Results  of  the  General  Synod,  which  constitution  holds  good  in 
all  its  three  Provinces,  and  can  be  changed  only  by  a  General  Synod  ; 
at  the  same  time,  each  ot  its  Provinces  has  a  constitution  of  its  .own, 
relating  to  its  provincial  affairs.  Now  the  General  Constitution  clearly 
recognizes  Preparatory  Provincial  Synods  as  distinct  from  ordinary 
Provincial  Synods,  inasmuch  as  it  says  (Synodal  Results  of  1869,  §  71): 
“Preparatory  Provincial  Synods  must  be  held  in  all  the  three  Provin¬ 
ces  of  the  Unity  prior  to  each  General  Synod,  in  order  that  definite  ac¬ 
tion  may  be  taken  by  each  Province  upon  the  subjects  in  regard  to 
which  the  decision  of  the  Grand  Synod  is  required."  (The  English 
translation  of  the  Synodal  Results  is  not  literal.  The  original  law  reads: 
“Jeder  General  Synode  mussen  in  alien  drei  Unitats  Provizen  vorberei- 
tende  Prov.  Synoden  vorangehen."  German  S.  R.  1869,  §7^* 

Consequently  no  Province  has  the  right  to  refuse  holding  a  Prepar¬ 
atory  Provincial  Synod,  but  must  either  convene  an  extra  Synod  for 
the  express  purpose  of  preparing  for  the  General  Synod,  or  must  con¬ 
stitute  one  of  its  ordinary  Synods  a  Preparatory  one. 

2d.  Now  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1876  instructed  its  President  to 
request  the  U.  E.  C.  to  convene  the  next  General  Synod  “at  such  time 
as  would  enable  the  American  Province  to  make  its  Provincial  Synod  of 
1879  a  Preparatory  one.  (Journal  of  Synod,  p.  iii).  This  request 
was  laid  before  the  U.  E.  C.  In  response  to  it  that  body  declared  that 
it  could  not  be  fulfilled,  because  the  General  Synod  of  1869  had  re¬ 
solved  to  meet  again  after  the  lapse  of  ten  years,  consequently  in  1879 
Subsequently  the  U.  E.  C.  issued  its  circular  convening  the  General 
Synod  in  said  year  (1879).  But  this  year  (1879)  is  thesameas  that  in 
which  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1876  resolved  to  meet  at  Hope,  Ind.,  as 
the  following  resolution  shows  : 

^'Resolved,  That  we  recommend  that  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1879 
be  held  at  Hope,  Ind."  (Journal  of  Synod  of  1876,  page  1 1 1).  Con¬ 
sequently  it  is  self-evident  that  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1879.  appointetl 
to  meet  at  Hope,  cannot  be  pre])aratory  to  the  General  Synod  of  1879, 
but  that  an  extra  Preparatory  Synod  must  be  held. 

3d.  The  P  H  C.  has  the  right,  and  it  is  its  duty,  to  convene  such 
an  extra  Preparatory  Synod  when  and  where  it  pleases.  This  po^’er 
has  been  given  it  by  the  General  Constitution  and  constitutes  one  of 
the  four  “duties”  and  “functions”  which  Provincial  Elders’  Conference 


in  all  the  three  Provinces  have  in  common  and  which,  conseqaentlf, 
belong  to  the  fundamental  laws  of  the  Church.  These  four  “duties 
and  functions”  arc  (Synd.  Res.  1869  §83): 

a.  To  take  care  that  the  resolutions  of  the  General  Synod  are  carried 
out  in  the  Province. 

h.  To  direct  and  administer,  in  conformity  with  the  rules  and  prin¬ 
ciples  laid  down  by  each  Provincial  Synod,  all  provincial  concerns. 

c.  To  oversee  and  appoint  the  ministers  of  the  Province'. 

d.  To  convene  the  Provincial  Synod  in  urgent  cases. 

F'rom  this  it  appears  that  the  power  to  convene,  without  any  quali¬ 
fications  as  to  time  and  place,  the  Provincial  Synod,  in  urgent  cases, 
inheres  in  every  P.  E.  C. ,  just  as  much  as  the  right  to  appoint  the 
ministers,  or  to  direct  and  administer  the  Provincial  concerns  of  a 
Province,  or  to  take  care  that  the  resolutions  of  the  General  Synod 
are  carried  out  within  the  same. 

Now  it  is  evident  that  the  holding  of  an  extra  Synod,  preparatory  to 
the  General  Synod  of  1879,  constitutes  such  an  urgent  case.  There¬ 
fore,  inasmuch  as  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1876  made  no  provision 
either  for  the  time  of  holding  such  an  extra  Synod,  or  for  the  place  in 
which  it  shall  convene,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  P.  E.  C.,  it  has  the 
constitutional  right,  and  it  holds  this  right  as  a  fundamental  law  of  the 
General  Constitution  of  the  Brethren's  Church,  to  designate  both  the 
time  when,  and  the  place  where,  said  Preparatory  Synod  shall  convene. 

4th.  This  right  is  not,  in  any  wise,  invalidated  by  the  clause  of  the 
Provincial  Constitution  of  the  American  Province  which  says,  that  “in 
case  of  emergency  the  P.  E.  C.  may  convene  the  Provincial  Synod  at 
an  earlier  date. ”  (Synd.  Res.  1857,  §54.)  Because  said  clause  does 
not,  and,  in  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  cannot,  refer  to  an  emergency 
such  as  the  calling,  in  the  interval  between  two  Provincial  Synods,  of  a 
General  Synod  by  the  U.  E  C. ,  and  the  consequent  necessity  of  an 
extra  Preparatory  Provincial  Synod,  but  only  to  such  emergencies  in 
the  provincial  history  of  our  own  Province  as  require  the  meeting  of 
the  Provincial  Synod  for  the  transaction  of  provincial  business 
at  an  earlier  time  than  that  agreed  upon  at  its  last  meeting.  This  is 
evident  from  the  fact  that  the  clause  in  question  occurs  only  in  the 
Provincial  and  not  in  the  General  Constitution,  and  has,  therefore,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  whole  Provincial  Constitution  to  which  it  belongs,  been 
omitted  from  the  Synodal  Results  of  1869,  whereas  the  right  of  every 
P.  E.  C.,  in  every  Province,  in  urgent  cases,  to  convene  the  Provincial 
Synod,  and  therefore  to  fix  both  the  time  and  the  place  of  such  extra 
meetings,  has  again  been  re-affirmed.  (Synd.  Res.  of  1869  §83). 

5th.  The  Provincial  Synod  called  to  meet  this  year,  1878,  is,  there¬ 
fore,  an  extra  Preparatory  Synod,  which  will  convene  specially  to 
prepare  for  the  General  Synod  of  1879.  repeal  its  enact¬ 

ment  of  1876,  to  wit,  that  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1879  shall  nieet  at 
Hope,  Ind.,  then  it  must  meet  again  in  that  year,  1879,  and  oieet  at 
Mope;  but  if  it  repeals  this  enactment  and  resolves  to  transact,  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  preparation  for  the  (leneral  Synod,  its  ordinary  business. 


35. 


and  consequently  not  to  meet  in  1879,  there  will  be  no  Synod  at 

Hope  in  that  year. 

In  regard  to  the  circular  which  has  been  issued  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  an  expression  of  opinion  from  the  Church,  whether  the  Synod 
should  be  convened  this  year  in  the  West  or  in  the  East,  we  add  the 
following  extract  from  the  minutes  of  our  Board,  from  which  it  will  be 
seen  that  Bro.  F.  R.  Holland,  after  having  had  this  circular  amended 
and  changed  to  suit  his  views,  fully  agreed  to  the  same. 

F.xtract  from  the  Minutes  of  the  Session  of  the  P.  E. 

Conference,  held  on  Feb.  2ist  1878 — All  Present. 

*  *  'Fhe  question  as  to  whether  the  Preparator}'  Provincial  Synod,  which 
is  to  assemble  next  fall,  shall  meet  at  Hope,  or  in  some  Eastern 
congregation  was  brought  forward,  and  it  being  evident  that  P.  E. 
C'.  could  not  come  to  an  unanimous  understanding  upon  the  sub¬ 
ject,  Bro.  R.  I)e  Schweinitz  proposed  that  we  should  decide  this 
(]uestion  by  ascertaining  the  sentiments  of  the  various  parties ‘enti¬ 
tled  to  bynodical  representation,  and  to  this  end  he  had  drawn  up  a 
circular  which,  after  being  read,  was  discussed  until  the  end  of  the 
session.  ” 

2. 15  P.  M.  —  “  Fhe  discussion  in  reference  to  the  circular  prepared  by 
Bro.  R.  de  Schweinitz  was  resumed,  and  several  alterations  in  the 
contents  of  the  circular  were  suggested  by  Bro.  F.  R.  Holland  and 
adopted.  It  was  then  unanimously  resolved  that  the  circular  should 
be  issued  and  its  result  should  be  binding  upon  P.  E.  C. " 

Believing  that  the  plain  statements  above  made,  are  sufficient  to 
satisfy  ever}-  candid  and  unbiased  mind  that  there  has  been  no  violation 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  Church,  no  subversion  of  a  Synodal  enact¬ 
ment,  and  no  wrong-doing  toward  the  congregation  of  Hope  by  the 
Provincial  Elders’  Conference,  we  beg  our  Brethren  not  to  be  disturbed 
by  the  false  alarm  that  has  been  sounded  in  their  ears,  but  rather  to 
follow  after  the  things  which  make  for  peace,  ^nd  above  all  to  let 
brotherlv  love  continue. 

Faithfully  your  Brethren, 

ROBT.  DE  SCHWEINITZ, 

L.  F.  KAMPMANN. 
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NOTIC?:. 

One  of  the  ministers  of  our  Church  having,  wliolly  ujion  his  own 
authority,  retained  a  lawyer  in  Philadelphia,  and  obtained  from  him  a 
so-called  legal  opinion,  denying  the  right  of  the  P.  E.  C.  to  convene 
the  extraordinary  Preparatory  Synod  of  this  year,  at  any  other  place 
than  Hope, — an^  this  opinion  having  reached  us  in  a  })rinted  form, 
showing  that  it  is  intended  for  publication,  the  undersigned  desire  to 
warn  the  Church  against  being,  in  any  wise  influenced  thereby. 

'  This  course  is,  in  the  first  place,  utterly  at  variance  with  the  precepts 
of  the  Gospel  as  laid  down  in  i  Cor.  vi,  i  and  6.  In  the  second  place 
the  case  was  presented  to  the  lawyer  by  two  brethren,  who  represented 
only  the  one  side  of  the  question  at  issue.  In  the  third  jilace  such  a 
course  is  directly  opposed  to  the  fundamental  law  of  our  Cluirch.  I'he 
canons  of  the  Unitas  Fratrum  provide  a  Board  of  Appeal  in  case  of  anv 
differences  of  opinion  arising  concerning  the  enactments  of  Provincial 
Synods.  In  paragraphs  75  and  81  of  the  Results  of  the  General  Synod 
of  1869  it  is  expressly  laid  down,  as  the  law  of  the  Unitas  Fratrum,  that 
the  Unity’s  Elders'  Conference  shall  be  a  standing  and  common  Court 
of  Appeal  for  all  the  Provinces,  to  which  shall  be  submitted  all  such 
questions  as  have  now  arisen. 

Although  the  opinions  received  from  our  various  churches  are  over¬ 
whelmingly  in  favor  of  holding  the  Synod  in  the  East,  the  undersigned 
are  at  this  time  preparing  such  an  appeal  [with  which  fact  the  brother 
retaining  the  lawyer  was  acquainted]  and  will  lay  the  whole  matter  be¬ 
fore  the  Unity's  Elders’  Conference.  Until  their  decision  has  been 
received,  no  “legal"  or  any  other  opinion  can  be  of  any  importance 
whatsoever. 

ROBERT  DE  SCHWEINITZ, 

President. 

L.  F.  KAMPMANN,  ' 

Secretarv  of  the  P.  E.  C. 


PAPERS  REFERRED  TO  IN  MINORITY’S  APPEAL. 
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Copy  of  the  Questions  Submitted  P'or  Decision  to  the  U.  E. 

Conference,  Relative  to  the  Right  of  the  P.  E.  C.  to  Con¬ 
vene  THE  Preparatory  Synod  of  1878  at  any  other  place 

THAN  Hope.’' 

[  Translation.  ] 

We  request  you  to  render  your  decision  on  the  following  questions: 

The  Provincial  Synod  of  1876  has  only  recommended,  not  in¬ 
structed  us — but  upon  this  we  lay  no  stress,  because  the  word  “recom¬ 
mend  ”  in  the  resolution  was  probably  used  through  oversight — to  call 
the  triennial  Provincial  Synod  of  1879  Hope,  and  has  in  nowise 
made  any  preparation,  either  with  regard  to  the  time  or  place  for  the 
meeting  of  an  extraordinary  preparatory  Synod  in  1878. 

We  therefore  believe  : 

1.  That  an  “urgent  case”  has  occurred  which  requires  the  con* 
veiling  of  the  Provincial  Synod  by  P.  E.  C. 

2.  That  the  P.  E.  C.,  by  the  General  Constitution  of  the  Breth¬ 
ren’s  Unity  (§  83  and  §  84.  S.  R.  1869),  has  the  right  to  fix  not  only 
the  time  but  also  the  place  where  this  extraordinary  Synod  shall  be 
held. 

3.  That  the  triennial  Synod  of  i87'9  which,  as  the  Synod  of  1876 
has  decided,  is  to  meet  at  Hope,  is  an  entirely  different  one,  with 
which,  so  far  as  place  is  concerned,  the  P.  E.  C.  has  nothing  to  do. 

4.  That,  consequently,  it  must  be  left  to  the  Provincial  Synod  itself, 
when  it  convenes  in  extraordinary  session  in  the  present  year  (1878). 
whether,  in  addition  to  the  necessary  preparation  for  the  General  Synod, 
it  will  transact  its  usual  business  as  a  triennial  Synod,  and  thus  repeal 
the  resolution  passed  in  1876  to  meet  at  Hope,  in  1879,  whether  it 
will  resolve  only  to  transact  preparatory  business,  and  allow  the  resolu¬ 
tion  of  1876  to  stand;  and,  perhaps,  in  the  autumn  of  1879,  (after  the 
return  of  the  delegates  to  the  General  Synod,)  meet  again  as  triennial 
Synod  at  Hope. 

5.  That  the  provision  in  the  Provincial  Constitution  of  the  American 
Province,  upon  which  the  Hope  circular  lays  so  much  weight,  and 
which  is  to  be  found  in  §  54,  a,  S.  R.  1857,  namely,  that  in  urgent 
cases  the  P.  E.  C.  may  convene  Synod  at  an  earlier  day,  from  which  it 


js  concluded  that  P.  E .  C.  can  only  fix  the  time  and  not  the  place  of 
meeting,  does  not  at  all  refer  to  the  present  case,  because  the  Synod 
which  is  to  assemble  this  year  (1878)  is  by  no  means  an  earlier  assem¬ 
bling  of  the  triennial  Synod,  but  the  assembling  of  an  extraordinary 
preparitory  Synod,  which  iBust  itself  first  determine  whether  it  will 
transform  itself  into  the  triennial  Synod  or  not. 

6.  That  in  no  case  can  a  provision  in  a  merely  Provincial  Const! - 
stition  be  so  interpreted  as  to  stand  in  the  way  of  a  provision  of  the 
General  Constitution,  or  of  a  prerogative  belonging  to  all  Provincial 
Elders'  Conferences  in  common. 

7.  That  the  Fourth  prerogative  of  all  Provincial  Elders'  Confer¬ 
ences  (S.  R.  1869,  §  85),  namely,  “the  convening  of  Provincial 
Synods  in  urgent  cases,"  plainly  and  distinctly  includes,  first,  the  right 
of  a  P.  E.  C.  to  decide  whether  a  case  sufficiently  urgent  has  arisen  to 
prepare  for  an  extraordinary  Synod  ;  and  then,  also,  when  a  P.  E.  C. 
makes  such  a  decision,  it  has  equally  the  right  to  convene  such  extra¬ 
ordinary  Synod  when  and  where  it  thinks  proper. 

We  ask  you,  then,  is  the  view  of  the  General  Constitution  of  the 
Brethren’s  Unity,  and  of  the  Constitution  of  our  American  Province, 
contained  in  the  foregoing  seven  points,  correct  or  incorrect;  and  con¬ 
sequently,  as  P.  E.  C. ,  have  we,  or  have  we  not,  the  right  to  convene 
the  extraordinary  Synod  of  3878  elsewhere  than  at  Hope? 


Appendix  B. 


Hope,  Indiana,  March  16,  1878. 

At  a  Congregation  Council  duly  convened  this  day  in  compliance 
with  the  Circular  of  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference,  dated  February 
23d,  1878,  after  the  reading  of  said  Circular,  on  motion  a  Committee 
of  three  was  appointed,  consisting  of  the  Pastor,  Rev,  E.  J.  Regennas, 
and  the  Brethren,  C.  C.  Blum  and  William  Chitty,  to  present  a  report 
and  resolutions  for  the  consideration  of  Council.  The  following  report 
and  resolutions  were,  after  careful  consideration,  unanimously  adopted: 

“This  Congregation  Council,  called  together  to  take  action  on  the 
Circular  issued  by  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference,  on  February  23d, 
1878,  in  reference  to  the  place  where  the  next  Synod  shall  be  held, 
desire  to  express  its  sentiments  on  the  subject  presented  to  us  for  con¬ 
sideration  by  said  Circular. 

When  this  Council,  in  1876,  sent  an  invitation  to  the  Provincial 
Synod  to  meet  at  this  place,  we  were  actuated  by  no  other  considerations 
than  those  of  love  for  our  church,  and  a  desire  to  promote  its  best  in¬ 
terests.  We  had  heard  the  wish  expressed  for  years  that  a  Synod  might 
once  be  held  in  the  West.  Congregation  after  congregation  in  the 
East  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  Synod  in  its  midst.  In  common  with 
our  Brethren  in  other  Western  congregations,  we  have  willingly  attended 


ihose  Synods  and  have  ever  been  ready  to  go  cheerfully  to  any  place 
appointed  by  Synod  for  its  place  of  meeting.  Those  of  us  who  have 
been  Delegates  have  witnessed  the  beneficial  and  stimulating  influence 
on  congregations  in  whose  midst  such  Synodal  gatherings  have  been 
held,  and  longed  for  a  similar  privilege  for  ourselves,  hoping  and  pray¬ 
ing  that  great  good  might  come  of  it  for  our  congregation.  We  believed 
that  the  meeting  of  a  Synod  in  our  midst  would  be  a  happy  epoch  in 
the  history  of  our  congregation;  and  when  the  last  Synod,  by  a  unani¬ 
mous  and  solemnly  rising  vote,  decided  that  the  time  had  ripened  fora 
.%nod  to  be  held  west  of  the  Allegheny  Mountains,  and  that  the  same 
shall  be  held  at  Hope,  Indiana,  we  rejoiced  at  the  action  Synod  had 
taken,  and  we  have  no  doubt  the  entire  West  shared  our  joy. 

We  ventured  to  believe,  moreover, -that  the  activity  and  spirituality 
of  our  whole  Church  in  prosecuting  its  work  for  the  salvation  of  our 
souls  would  be  promoted  by  such  a  means  as  that  adopted  by  the  last 
Synod,  In  view  of  the  many  fields  of  labor  in  the  West  which  need  to 
be  inspected  and  developed  by  our  Zion,  we  have  desired  to  see  our 
Brethren,  ministerial  and  lay,  in  our  own  and  other  Western  congrega¬ 
tions,  nerved  into  the  best  working  order.  We  have  felt  that  we  need 
all;  the  stimulus  and  support  which  our  whole  church  in  the  East  can 
bring  to  bear  on  us.  We  have  felt  that  the  outside  world  would  be 
impressed  with  the  fact  that  our  scattered  congregations  in  the  West  are 
not  laboring  in  solitude  and  in  isolation  from  other  co-workers  with 
God  for  the  salvation  of  men.  We  have  felt  sure  that  such  a  visit  from 
our  brethren  in  the  East  would  make  us  better  acquainted  with  each 
other;  would  give  us  mutually  a  better  insight  into  the  methods  of 
work  which  are  requisite  for  the  extension  of  our  church;  and  we  have 
ventured  to  hope  that  in  thus  coming  together,  they  would  be  able  to 
return  from  the  Hope  Synod  and  say:  “It  was  good  for  us  to  be  there.’* 

Now  to  take  from  us,  on  the  mere  ground  of  dollars  and  cents,  a 
blessing  which  we  have  anticipated  so  long  and  to  which  we  believed 
that  we  had  a  just  and  indisputable  claim — a  blessing  which  we  reason¬ 
ably  hope  will  germinate  into  a  harvest  of  other  blessings — does  seem 
to  us  grievous,  so  far  as  our  congregation  is  concerned,  and  most  im¬ 
politic  and  unwise  for  the  church  at  large. 

We  have  never  for  a  moment  doubted  that  when  the  last  Synod  for¬ 
mally  resolved  that  its  next  place  of  meeting  should  be  at  Hope  it 
meant  just  what  it  said,  even  as  we  also  extended  our  invitation  in  good 
faith.  'I'herefore,  we  hold  that,  according  to  the  enactment  of  Synod, 
the  only  condition  on  which  the  meeting  of  Synod  at  Hope  was  left  to 
depend,  was  that  “the  congregation  at  Hope  deem  it  practicable  to 
entertain  the  Synod.”  We  still  think  it  entirely  practicable  for  us  to  do 
so;  and  are  as  ready  as  ever  to  entertain  our  brethren  with  the  warmest 
hospitality  of  which  we  are  capable.  We  desire  to  assure  all  who  come 
that^  notwithstanding  the  sarcastic  remarks  of  anonymous  writers  in  the 
Moravian,  “no  unfortunate  ministers  or  delegates  will  be  obliged  to  go 
into  debt,”  nor  “to  walk  home  afoot,”  nor  will  “the  Synodal  collection 
be  bankrupt;”  but  we  can  assure  our  timid  and  unbelieving  brethren, 
if  such  there  be,  that  there  is  no  danger  of  so  disgraceful  a  catastrophe. 
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In  all  seriousnesvss  we  have  felt  a.shamed  and  humiliated  before  the 
world  that  such  petty  ideas  should  be  gravely  spread  before  the  public- 
in  the  columns  of  our  church  paper.  What  must  be  the  impression  of 
those  who  imagine  that  such  things  are  a  reflection  of  the  real  spirit  ol 
our  church  ? 

Believing  that  the  coming  Synod  will  be  charged  with  no  ordinary 
responsibilities  in  regard  to  the  maintenance  of  those  principles  which 
have  been  identified  with  the  progress  of  our  church  in  this  country 
during  the  last  twenty-five  years,  and  the  furtherance  of  church  work  in 
the  promotion  of  vital  religion,  we  are  earnestly  desirous  that  the  next 
Synod  should  do  its  work  to  the  glory  of  the  Lord  without  being  agi¬ 
tated  by  the  intrusion  of  vexed  questions;  that  no  diflerence  of  opinion 
on  minor  points  may  prevent  us  from  a  hearty  and  united  prosecution 
of  the  great  work  entrusted  to  us,  that  the  unhappy  feeling  which  has 
been  excited  may  soon  be  allayed,  and  that  the  next  Synod  shall  possess 
a  legal  character  which  is  above  suspicion.  We  therefore  earnestly  and 
affectionately  entreat  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference  and  all  our 
brethren,  to  whom  this  memorial  may  come,  to  do  nothing  which  may 
jeopardize  our  dearest  interests  as  brethren,  and  as  members  of  one  and 
the  same  beloved  church;  and  especially  do  we  entreat  them  not  to 
permit  the  mere  consideration  of  dollars  and' cents,  when  the  sum  in¬ 
volved  is  no  greater  than  in  this  case,  to  outweigh  other  and  far  more 
important  considerations.  In  order  to  give  effect  to  the  above  views  it 
is  hereby 

1.  Resolved^  That  this  Congregation  Council  instruct  the  Board  of 
Elders  and  Trustees  of  this  Church  to  assume  the  payment  of  such  ex¬ 
cess  of  expenditures  on  account  of  the  next  Synod,  provided  the  Synod 
shall  meet  at  Hope,  as  shall  remain  after  the  congregations  of  the 
province  shall  have  contributed  their  quota  of  expense,  upon  the  basis 
of  the  assessment  as  made  at  the  last  Synod. 

2.  Resolved,  That  the  sum  of  Five  Hundred  Dollars  shall  be  depos¬ 
ited  with  the  Treasurer  of  the  Sustentation  Fund,  on  or  before  the  first 
day  of  next  July,  as  a  guarantee  for  the  performance  of  this  pledge. 

3.  Resolved,  That  this  Council  heartily  endorses  the  circular  issued 
on  March  6th,  by  the  Pastor,  Elders  and  Trustees  of  this  Congregation. 

4.  Resolved,  That  this  Congregation  respectfully  declines  to  vote  on 
the  question  whether  the  Synod  shall  be  held  here  or  elsewhere;  and 
that  we  simply  abide  by  the  enactment  of  the  last  Synod. 

5.  Resolved,  That  copies  of  these  resolutions  and  memorial  be 
printed  for  circulation  among  the  churches. 

The  above  resolutions  and  memorial  were  unanimously  adopted  by 
the  Council. 

E.  J.  REGENNAS, 

Chairman, 

J.  A.  BUTNER, 

Secretary  pro.  tem.^ 

C.  C.  BLUM, 

WM.  CHITTY. 
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Appendix  C, 


Hope,  Indiana,  March  16,  1878. 

7o  Ihe  Rev.  Robert  de  Schwdnitz  and  the  Rev.  L.  F.  Kampmann. 

Dear  Brethren:  Your  circular,  dated  Match  ii,  1878,  issued,, 
as  you  say,  in  consequence  of  the  unprecedented  step  taken  by  the 
Pastor,  Elders  and  Trustees  of  the  Qiurch  at  Hope,  (concurred  in  by 
•our  colleague,  Bro.  F.  R.  Holland),  and  giving  a  ^‘statement  of  the 
fundamental  law  of  the  Church”  on  the  point  in  controversy,  has  just 
been  received. 

With  a  sincere  desire  ol  obtaining  all  the  light  possible,  and  anxious 
only  that  a  right  and  safe  course  should  be  adopted,  I  perused  with  nc- 
ordinary  interest  the  argument  on  the  first  page  of  your  circular.  The 
two  extracts  from  the  Results  of  the  General  %nod  of  1869,  §  71  and 
,§  83,  on  which  you  rely  to  establish  your  position,  it  seems  to  me  only 
confirm  and  strengthen  the  argument  against  your  view  of  the  case. 
You  fail  to  quote  or  to  answer  that  part  of  the  General  Constitution 
which  defines  the  powers  of  Provincial  Synods,  as  well  as  the  clauses 
in  our  Provincial  Constitution  treating  of  the  same  subject.  These  are 
certainly  not  in  conflict  with  each  other;  and  upon  these  the  whole 
question  hinges.  The  General  ('onstitution  says,  §  80c 

“  Provincial  Synods  have  the  supreme  direction  of  provincial  affairs, 
and  the  power  to  legislate  on  them.” 

In  §  81,  under  the  head,  Powers  of  Provincial  Synods,  we  have, 

{^a. )  “To  determine  the  time  and  place  of  their  meeting  and  their 
organization.” 

The  first  passage  you  have  quoted,  §  71,  employs  the  term  “  Pre=- 
j)arator)'  Provincial  Synod;”  the  second,  §  83,  the  term  “Provincial 
Synod,”  and  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  corresponding  clause  in 
our  Provincial  Constitution.  You  have  failed  to  show',  it  seems  to  me, 
that  the  Constitution  provides  for  Preparatory  Synods  as  distinct  from 
Provincial  Synods.  Failing  to  do  this,  your  Preparatory  Synod  falls 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  regulating  Provincial  Synods, 
and  no  where  else.  You  cannot  therefore  convene  a  Preparatory 
Synod  when  and  where  you  please,  regardless  of  the  enactment  of 
Provincial  Synods. 

In  fact,  I  might  produce  no  little  evidence  which  would  go  to  show 
that  this  distinction  of  a  Preparatory  Synod  from  a  Provincial  Synod 
was  an  after-thought ;  that  it  is  a  complete  change  of  base  ;  but  it  is 
not  my  intention  at  present  to  discuss  that  view  of  the  case. 

On  turning  over  to  the  second  page  of  your  circular,  I  was  astounded 
at  the  mis-statements  which  you  have  made.  (I  am  sure  honestly  and  un^ 
intentionally,)  in  regard  to  myself,  and  which  you  have  seen  fit  to  spread 
before  the  Churches  of  the  Province,  thus  placing  me  in  a  false  position 
before  them. 

In  order  to  make  my  reply  plain  and  intelligible,  I  here  re-produce 
that  part  of  your  circular  to  which  I  refer.  You  say  : 

In  regard  to  the  circular  which  has  been  issued  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  an  expression  of  opinion  from  the  Church,  whether  the 


Synod  should  be  convened  thisy  year  in  the  VV^est  or  fn  the  Ease,  we  ad(3 
Che  following  extract  from  the  ni'inutes  of  our  Board,  from  w’hich  it 
will  be  seen  that  Bro.  F.  R.  Holland,  after  having  had  this  circular 
amended  and  changed  to  suit  bis  views,  fully  agreed  to  the  same. 

Fxtkact  from  twk  Minutks  of  'Phk  Session  of  the  B.  K,  Co.nfkk 
KNCE,  HKLO  ON  FeB  2  1ST,.  1 878. — AlL  PkESEXX 

“The  question  as  tO’  wliether  the  Preparatory  Provincial  Synod,, 
which  is  to  assemble  next  fall,  shall  meet  at  Ilojx;,  or  in  some  Eastern 
Congregation,  was  bro-ught  forward,  ar>d  it  being  evident  that  P.  E.  C. 
could  not  eo-me  to  a  unaninwus  isnders landing  upon  the  subject,  Bro. 
R.  de  Scbweiniu  proposed  that  we  should  decide  this  question  by 
ascertaining  the  sentiments  of  the  various  parties  entitled  to  Synodical 
representation,  ‘and  Co  this  end  he  had  drawn  up  a  circular,  which, 
after  being  read,  was  discussed  until  the  end  of  the  session.” 

2:15  P.  M.  —  “The  discussion  in  reference  to  the  circular  prepared 
by  Bro.  R,  de  Schweinitz  was  resumed,  and  several  alterations  in  the 
contents  of  the  circular  were  suggested  by  Bro.  R.  F'.  Holland,  and 
adopted.  It  was  then  unanimously  resolved  that  the  circular  should 
be  issued  and  its  result  should  be  binding  upon  the  P.  F'..  C.” 

You  will  not  be  surprised  if  I  now  deem  it  my  duty,  in  order  to 
vindicate  myself,  to  go  somewhat  into  particulars,  and  remind  you  of 
some  things  that  did  actually  occur  during  our  meeting  on  Feb.  21st, 
but  which  were  evidently  lost  sight  of  when  you  made  up  and  adopted 
your  minutes.  Your  statement  cannot  fail  to  make  the  impression 
that  those  minutes  were  adopted  in  my  presence  and  concurred  in  by 
myself.  You  know  that  those  minutes  were  never  read  in  my  hearing, 
and  of  course  not  adopted  with  my  knowledge  or  consent.  The  ses¬ 
sion  on  the  afternoon  of  Feb.  21st,  was  the  last  we  had  together 
before  I  left  Bethlehem.  Your  circular  is  the  first  intimation  1  have 
had  of  so  remarkable  a  record  of  the  proceedings  of  that  day.  It  is 
evident  from  the  minutes  as  given  by  you,  that  the  greater  part  of  a 
whole  day  w'as  spent  in  the  discussion  of  the  Synodal  question.  This 
discussion  took  place  chiefly  between  Bro.  de  Schweinitz  and  myself, 
and  you  will  admit  that  on  the  main  questions  our  views  were  diamet¬ 
rically  opposite.  If  therefore  a  final  and  full  agreement  was  reached, 
it  must  have  been  after  hours  of  earnest  discussion,  and  probably  after 
great  concessions  on  either  or  both  sides. 

You  will  remember  that,  at  an  early  stage  of  the  discussion,  I  was 
told  that  you  two  had  made  up  your  minds  that  you  could  not  call  the 
Synod  to  meet  at  Hope  on  account  of  the  expense.  Notwithstanding 
the  disheartening  effect  of  this  declaration,  and  the  consciousness  that 
I  was  making  myself  tedious  by  arguing  against  a  conclusion  already 
reached,  I  did  argue  the  question  in  the  first  place  from  the  money 
point  of  view,  and  endeavored  to  assure  you  that  if  the  opportunity 
were  fairly  given,  we  would  wipe  out  the  extra  expense  over  and  above 
the  usual  assessment,  or  at  least  reduce  it  to  a  comparatively  insignifi¬ 
cant  sum.  You  cannot  have  forgotten  these  facts,  nor  all  of  the 
reasons  I  gave  in  connection  with  this  view  of  the  case,  for  holding  the 
Synod  at  Hope. 


You  will  also  remember  that  I  called  your  attention  to  the  Consti¬ 
tutional  difficulty  involved,  and  to  the  possible  trouble  that  might  arise 
from  a  failure  to  comply  with  the  organic  law  of  the  Church,  I  re¬ 
minded  you  that  this  question  could  not  be  decided  on  the  ground  of 
dollars  and  cents  alone  ;  and  took  substantially  the  ground  taken  by 
the  Pastor  and  Church  Boards  of  the  Hope  Congregation — so  that  my 
views  on  this  head  were  well  known  to  you.  I  assured  you  that  these 
were  not  only  my  own  individual  views,  but  that  other  brethren,  fully 
competent  to  form  an  intelligent  opinion  and  thoroughly  conversant 
with  the  Constitution  of  our  Church,  also  entertained  them. 

You  surely  remember  that,  (believing  all  I  could  say  to  be  of  no 
avail).  I  declared  that  nothing  further  remained  for  me  to  do  at  this 
time  but  to  draw  up  my  protest  against  the  course  determined  upon  by 
the  majority,  and  request  that  it  be  entered  on  the  journal. 

At  this  stage,  the  President  of  the  Board  produced  a  written  paper 
which  he  proposed  to  offer  as  a  compromise  measure.  Earnestly  desirous 
to  come  to  a  fair  and  just  agreement  wdth  my  colleagues,  I  was  pre-dis- 
posed  to  receive  wMth  favor  any  thing  that  might  be  offered,  and  so 
declared  myself. 

You  say  in  your  minutes  :  “  Bro.  R.  de  Schw^einitz  proposed  that 
we  should  decide  this  question  by  ascertaining  the  sentiments  of  the 
various  parties  entitled  to  Synodical  representation.”  Now  this  is  pre 
cisely  what  he  did  not  do.  Availing  myself  of  the  usual  methods  of 
procedure  in  deliberative  bodies,  I  moved  to  amend  by  striking  out  and 
inserting.  Bro.  de  Schweinitz  having  proposed  to  lay  this  question 
before  the  Ministers  and  Boards  of  Elders  and  Trustees  of  all  the 
Churches,  my  motion  was  to  amend  by  submitting  it  to  the  Congrega- 
gation  Councils  of  the  Churches,  entitled  to  lay  representation,  and  in 
the  case  of  Home  Mission  Congregations,  to  the  Home  Missionaries 
themselves.  This  amendment  was  offered  on  the  ground  that  if  it 
w'ere  at  all  proper  to  submit  the  question  to  any  parties  it  must  be  to 
those  entitled  to  representation  in  the  Synod.  My  amendment  was 
adopted,  and  although  it  may  strike  you  as  a  small  matter  to  be  exact 
and  careful  in  a  statement  like  this,  yet  you  cannot  fail  to  see  that  the 
specimen  you  have  given  would  not  be  satisfactory  to  any  man  who 
desires  to  be  correctly  represented  on  the  record.  I  proposed  a  num¬ 
ber  of  other  amendmenis,  some  of  w'hich  were  adopted,  and  others  not. 

In  discussing  this  circular  I  took  the  ground  that  it  was  entirely  out 
of  the  course  of  lawful  procedure.  I  maintained  that  the  Synod  had 
made  certain  duties  incumbent  upon  us  ;  that  it  had  given  us  no 
authority  to  submit  the  decision  of  a  question  like  this  to  any  other 
parties  ;  and  that  neither  a  majority  of  the  Congregations,  nor  any 
number  of  individuals,  had  any  legal  right  to  set  aside  the  enactments 
of  Synod,  w’hether  in  regard  to  its  place  of  meeting  or  anything  else. 

Bro.  de  Schweinitz  admitted  this  to  be  true  ;  nevertheless  he  con¬ 
tended  that  it  was  the  only  way  to  bridge  over  the  difficulty  that  had 
arisen.  This  so-called  compromise  measure  was  therefore  the  ultima¬ 
tum  offered. 

In  view’  of  the  fact  that  I  had  not  then  had  time  or  opportunity  to 
state  my  views  publicly,  and  that  the  articles  in  the  Moravian  had  been 
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mainly  on  one  side  of  the  question,  and  had  lost  siglit  of  nearly 
everything  but  the  consideration  of  expense.  I  offered  to  waive  fur¬ 
ther  opposition  at  this  time,  on  condition  that  it  should  be  understood 
f  was  at  full  liberty  to  insert  an  article  in  the  Moravian,  over  my  own 
name,  defining  my  position  on  this  whole  Synodal  question,  and  giving 
my  reasons  therefor.  I  was  anxious  to  do  this  because  I  felt  unwilling 
to  proceed  blindly  in  the  decision  of  any  important  question  ;  and  it 
seemed  to  me  that  others  also  would  desire  to  have  the  question  pre¬ 
sented  so  that  they  could  see  it  from  all  sides.  As  very  great  latitude 
had  been  allowed  the  several  anonymous  writers,  I  did  not  think  my 
article  would  be  likely  to  take  a  wider  range  ;  and  it  did  not  enter  into 
my  mind  that  the  privilege  for  which  I  intended  to  ask  the  editor 
might  be  denied  me.  Bro.  de  Schweinitz  promptly  replied  that  he  had 
no  objections  to  my  taking  such  a  course.  1  further  stated  that  I 
should  consider  myself  at  liberty  to  express  my  dissent  from  the  meas¬ 
ure  proposed  on  all  proper  occasions  ;  and  that  I  claimed  for  myself 
all  the  rights  of  the  minority  ;  and  should  not  hesitate  on  the  floor 
of  Synod  or  elsewhere,  to  say  anything  that  I  had  said  in  Conference 
that  day. 

You  will  remember  that  when  we  adjourned,  late  in  the  afternoon, 
I  asked  for  the  privilege  of  taking  the  draft  of  the  Circular  to  my  lodg¬ 
ings  that  I  might  examine  it  more  carefully  and  leisurely.  When  Bro. 
de  Schweinitz  called  for  it,  I  had  become  more  than  ever  impressed 
that  instead  of  attempting  to  amend  and  make  it  less  objectionable,  I 
should  have  withheld  even  the  conditional  consent  1  had  given  to  the 
sending  out  of  such  a  circular,  and  instead  of  simply  abiding  by  the 
decision  of  the  majority — a  decision  which  you  know  I  did  not  approve 
— should  have  vigorously  protested  against  it.  Bro.  de  Schweinitz  can 
scarcely  have  forgotten  that  as  I  returned  him  the  paper  it  was  with 
strong  expression  of  dissent,  and  that  nothing  could  reconcile  me  to 
the  sending  forth  of  this  circular  except  the  condition  that  the  whole 
case  should  be  presented  to  the  Churches  from  the  opposite  point  of 
view,  in  the  Moravian.  The  circular,  even  amended  and  changed,  was 
still  far  from  “suiting  mv  views.” 

I  must  not  forget  to  state  that  the  concluding  sentence  of  the  ex¬ 
tract  given  from  the  minutes,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection  must  have 
grown  out  of  a  remark  made  by  me,  that,  after  all  the  congregations 
would  not  be  bound  by  any  decision  made  in  consequence  of  this  cir¬ 
cular  ;  to  which  the  reply  was  made  that  it  would,  however,  be  binding 
upon  P.  E.  C.  I  know  nothing  of  a  unanimous  resolution  to  that 
effect.  Neither  was  it  decided  that  P.  E.  C.  should  be  bound  whether 
by  a  mere  majority  of  votes,  or  by  additional  considerations  which 
might  be  brought  forward  in  support  of  one  course  or  another.  In 
fact  it  seemed  to  me  that  this  part  of  the  subject  would  open  another 
wide  field  for  discussion  upon  which  I  was  then  not  disposed  to  enter. 

Deeming  it  of  great  importance  that  the  question  to  be  submitted 
to  the  Churches  and  Ministers  should  be  considered  by  them  in  all  its 
bearings,  and  that  they  should  not  be  left  under  such  wrong  impress¬ 
ions  as  would  compel  any  to  decide  hastily  on  the  mere  ground  of  ex¬ 
pense,  without  taking  into  consideration  other  points  of  great  moment, 
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!L  lost  no  time  m  seeking  the  privilege  of  having  an  article,  over  my 
own  name,  inserted  in  the  Moravian.  On  handing  in  my  manuscript 
♦  on  Monday  morning,  Feb.  24th,  I  was  informed  by  the  publisher  that 
my  request  left  with  him  on  Saturday  had  been  mentioned  to  the  editor 
(whom  I  failed  to  meet  in  his  office)  and  that  the  article  would  go  into 
the  next  issue  of  the  paper.  With  this  assurance  I  left  Bethlehem  for 
home,  in  the  course  of  the  day. 

On  my  arrival  home,  however,  on  Saturday,  INIarch  2d,  I  found  a 
very  courteous  letter  from  the  editor  awaiting  me  It  was  dated  Feb. 
26th,  and  informed  me  that  he  had  positively  closed  the  discussion, 
“having  several  reasons  for  so  doing,  the  principal  one  being  the  pub¬ 
lication  of  the  circular  of  the  P.  E.  C.”  It  is  strongly  presumable 
from  internal  evidence,  that  this  letter  was  written  after  consultation 
with  one  or  both  of  you;  but  as  I  fully  admit  the  right  of  the  editor  to 
do  as  he  sees  fit,  he  alone  being  responsible  for  the  management  of  the 
paper,  I  have  no  complaint  of  a  personal  nature,  to  make  against  him. 
The  article  in  question  has  been  shown  to  several  brethren  from  whom 
the  assurance  has  been  received  that  they  could  see  in  it  nothing  un- 
brotherly  or  discourteous  to  any  one.  To  this  day,  however,  I  have 
failed  to  see  the  propriety  of  declining  to  publish  the  very  first  com¬ 
munication  that  was  not  anonymous,  and  that  directed  attention  to 
Other  points  than  those  which  had  been  previously  discussed.  In  this 
countr}'  it  is  not  customary,  when  people  are  on  the  eve  of  casting  their 
votes  “positively  to  close  discussion,”  and  to  hurry  up  a  decision  (as 
the  circular  says)  “at  the  earliest  time  possible.” 

As  you  have  attributed  to  me  a  very  inconsistent  and  vacillating  if 
not  treacherous  course  of  conduct  you  could  not  be  surprised  if  I  were 
to  review  the  whole  course  of  our  official  correspondence  in  reference 
to  this  subject.  You  have  nothing  that  you  wish  to  conceal;  neither 
have  I.  It  would  not  be  difficult  to  show  that  in  1876,  Avhen  Bro.  de 
Schweiriitz  first  began  to  be  troubled  about  the  difficulty  of  holding  a 
Synod  at  Hope;  in  1877,  when  he  had  not  yet  discovered  that  P.  E.  C. 
can  call  a  Preparatory  ^ynod  “where  and  when  it  pleases  ”  but  held 
that  “of  course  the  whole  matter  depends  entirely  on  the  Hope  Con¬ 
gregation:”  in  1878,  when  a  concerted  opposition  to  having  a  Synod 
meet  in  the  West  first  manifested  itself.  I  have  on  all  occasions  stead¬ 
fastly  and  consistently  opposed  any  disturbance  .  of  the  settlement  of 
this  question  as  made  by  the  Synod.  ‘‘Candid  and  unbiased  minds’’ 
might  thus  judge  for  themselves  whether  or  not  you  are  likely  to  be  in 
error  when  vou  sav  that  I  “fully  agreed”  to  ideas  and  measures  I  had 
invariably  opposed  and  believed  to  be  illegal,  even  down  to  the  close 
of  the  day  when  this  full  agreement  must  have  taken  place,  if  it  took 
place  at  all.  But  I  forbear. 

Only  one  other  course  besides  the  one  taken,  appeared  to  remain  to 
me.  I  was  unwilling  to  take  it  lor  several  reasons.  It  w’ould.  how¬ 
ever,  have  possessed  this  advantage  that  you  could  not  possibly  have 
misunderstood  me.  It  would  have  saved  me  the  necessity  of  writing 
this  lengthy  explanation.  It  would  have  prevented  even  the  appear¬ 
ance  of  assenting  to  a  measure  which  you  knew'  I  did  not  approve,  but 
which  you,  as  the  majority,  had  it  in  your  power  to  accomplish. 
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V"ou  compel  m€  to- print  this  letter  and  circulate  it  among  those  to> 
whom  your  erroneous  statements  concerning  me  have  gone.  It  \» 
for  you  to  say  whether  the  discussion  this  question — a  question' 
affecting  the  usefulness  and  prosf)erity  of  our  Churchy  the  very  consti¬ 
tution  of  which  is  at  stake — shall  be  carried  on  without  further  person¬ 
ality  or  not,  or  vfhether  it  shall  now  cease.  You  kno^v  I  have,  stu¬ 
diously  sought  to  avoid  all  this.  You  know  that  I  warned  you  before 
it  began,  and  when  you  had  it  in  your  power  to  prevent  it.  And  now 
1  am  as  ready  as  ever  to  join  hands  with  you  in  anything  that  truly 
makes  for  peace  and  harmorvy,  but  not  in  measures  that  break  up  the 
very  foundations  of  i>eace.  1  am  not  willing  to  go  on  rashly  or  blindly 
till  we  are  dashed  into  the  breakers.  It  is  very  ea^y  to  beg  brethren 
“  not  to  be  disturbed  by  the  false  alarm  that  has  been  sounded  in  their 
ears,’’  but  it  is  not  wise  to  stop  your  ears  and  shut  your  eyes  and  go  on 
regardless  of  consequences.  So  much  might  be  said  in  regard  to  real 
dangers  that  threaten,  that  I  am  unwilling,  brethren,,  to  enter  upon  the- 
subject  at  all,  in  this  connection.  I  tell  you  there  is  real  danger  to  be 
apprehended  from  a  mistake  on  our  part  in  deciding  this  very  ques¬ 
tion.  Let  us  unite  to  ward  off  the  danger.  We  are  anxious  that  our 
beloved  Church  shall  be  harmonious  and  prosperous,  and  that  nothing 
shall  prevent  or  retard  her  progress.  Let  us,  therefore,  heed  the 
remonistrances  that  are  coming  from  congregations,  arxd  from  earnest, 
thoughtful  men  in  every  part  of  our  province. 

Your,  only  objection,  of  any  weight,  against  holding  a  Synod  in  the 
West  has  been  met  and  renvoved.  Let  this  agitation  cease.  Your 
difficulties  would  not  be  ended  were  you  to  get  the  Synod  away  from 
Hope.  I  earnestly  appeal  to  you  to  notify  the  Churches  that  whereas 
your  great  objections  to  bolding  a  Synod  in  the  West  have  been  re¬ 
moved,  the  next  Synod  will  meet  in  compliance  with  the  unanimous- 
resolutions  of  the  last.  In  this  I  shall  most  heartily  concur. 

In  conclusion  permit  me  to  assure  you  that  you  will  be  welcomed 
at  Hope,  by  us  all,  with  great  cordiality  ;  that  we  will  do  our  best  to- 
make  your  visit  agreeable,  and  that  we  shall  not  cea.se  to  pray  for  the 
Lord’s  richest  blessing  to  come  upon  the  Synod  and  every  member 
thereof. 

Faithfully,  your  brother. 


F.  R.  HOLLAND, 
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EXPLANATION  OF  H.  S.  HOFFMAN. 

With  a  view  of  explaining  my  motives  and  position  in  the  matter 
of  obtaining  a  legal  opinion  on  the  question  in  dispute,  as  to  where 
the  next  Provincial  Synod  shall  be  held,  I  beg  leave  to  issue,  in  this 
form,  the  letter  which  I  wrote  to  the  P.  E.  C.  The  circular  issued  by 
the  two  members  of  the  P.  E.  C. ,  forces  me  to  send  out  the  opinion 
and  letter,  it  matters  not  what  my  intentions  were  previously. 

It  gives  me  joy  to  say  that  I  think  there  are  enough  brethren  in 
our  church  who  favor  the  vindication  of  our  church-laws  and  synodal 
enactments,  to  make  up  the  extra  cost  of  holding  the  Synod  at  Hope, 
Ind.  Within  a  week  the  entire  difference  between  what  a  Synod  will 
cost  in  the  East,  and  what  it  will  cost  to  convene  it  at  Hope,  will  be 
offered  the  P.  E.  C. ,  with  the  request  that  this  fact  be  stated  in  the 
appeal  to  the  U.  E.  C  This  will  at  once  isolate  the  whole  matter  in 
dispute  from  the  question  of  expediency,  and  cause  it  to  be  viewed 
in  the  true  light  of  our  Church  Constitution  and  Synodal  enactments. 
An  honorable  and  lasting  reconciliation  of  differing  opinions  cannot 
be  effected,  except  on  the  sure  ground  of  church  and  synodal  enact¬ 
ments. 

The  last  circular  of  the  two  members  of  the  P.  E.  C.  misrepresents 
me  when  it  intimates  that  when  I  sought  Judge  Porter’s  opinion  I  was 
apprised  of  the  fact  that  an  appeal  was  being  prepared  for  presentation 
to  the  U.  E.  C.  It  was  after  I  had  consulted  Judge  Porter,  and  after 
P.  E.  C.  possessed  knowledge  of  my  action,  that  I  first  learned  of  the 
design  to  refer  the  matter  to  U.  E.  C.,  which  appeared  to  me  as  an 
offset  to  the  step  I  had  taken. 

Hoping  that  grace,  wisdom  and  patience  may  possess  us  all  in 
these  times  of  difference,  I  am  Yours,  sincerely, 

Philadelphia,  March  2 2d,  i8y8.  H.  S.  HOFFMAN. 

LETTER  OF  H.  S.  HOFFMAN  TO  P.  E.  C. 

Philadelphia,  March,  i8th,  1878. 

Rev.  Roll,  de  Schweiniiz,  Preside7it  of  ihe  Provincial  Elders  Conference  : 

‘  Dear  Brother  : — Please  find  enclosed  a  legal  opinion  from  Judge 
Wm.  A.  Porter,  bearing  on  the  question  which  has  been  in  dispute  for 
some  time  past,  as  to  where  the  next  Provincial  Synod  shall  convene.' 
Two  considerations  influenced  me  to  seek  and  obtain  an  opinion  from 
an  expert  in  ecclesiastical  laws  :  First,  to  satisfy  my  own  mind  as  to 
the  sense  and  intent  of  the  laws  of  our  church,  bearing  upon  the 
whole  subject  which  has  been  under  discussion  ;  and  second,  in  order 
to  construct  upon  such  an  opinion,  whichever  side  it  should  favor,  a 
proposition  which  might  satisfactorily  and  amicably  settle  the  whole 
question  in  dispute. 
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In  advance  of  any  steps  being  taken  toward  seeking  such  an  opin¬ 
ion,  I  avowed  to  all  to  whom  I  expressed  the  design  of  obtaining  it, 
that  whatever  Judge  Porter  should  render  as  his  opinion  would  decide 
my  mind  in  the  matter.  It  was  my  further  purpose  to  have  consulted 
other  eminent  jurists  who  were  experts  in  ecclesiastical  questions, 
whose  names  should  be  attached  to  this  opinion,  to  give  it,  if  possible, 
greater  weight  and  force,  but,  upon  reflection,  was  led  to  relinquish 
this  design. 

It  is  not  needful  for  me  to  say  that  the  eminent  position  which 
Judge  Porter  has  filled  for  years  in  our  Supreme  Court,  as  also  his 
thorough  knowledge  and  extensive  practice  in  ecclesiastical  questions, 
together  with  his  sterling,  upright  Christian  character,  eminently  qual¬ 
ify  him  to  render  an  opinion  which  reflects  the  judgment  of  any  other 
jurists  of  high  standing. 

After  a  careful  and  patient  examination  of  all  the  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions  of  our  Church,  both  those  for  the  whole  Unity,  as  enacted  by  the 
General  Synods,  and  those  for  our  Province,  as  enacted  by  the  various 
Provincial  Synods  held  from  time  to  time,  together  with  whatever 
papers  and  circulars  which  have  been  issued  by  both  sides  in  the  late 
discussion,  he  has  rendered  the  opinion  that  the  only  legal  place  at 
which  the  next  Synod  can  be  held  is  Hope,  Indiana. 

If  the  laws  of  our  Church  would  have  allowed  Judge  Porter  to 
decide  that  P.  E.  C.  could  call  the  next  Provincial  Synod  at  a  place, 
other  than  Hope,  Indiana,  I  should  then,  as  far  as  it  was  proper,  have 
expressed  through  you.  Brother  President  of  the  P.  E.  C. ,  my  prefer¬ 
ence  for  Philadelphia  as  the  place  for  the  convening  of  the  next  Synod, 
which  would  have  been  in  accord  with  the  invitation,  sent  you  some 
days  since,  from  the  Second  Church  in  this  city.  In  many  respects, 
apart  from  the  constitutional  questions  which  are  at  stake,  I  would 
prefer  that  the  Synod  be  held  in  Philadelphia.  There  can  be  no  ques¬ 
tion  but  that  a  Synod  here  would  not  only  give  strength  to  the  five 
Churches  in  our  city,  but  would  bring  our  denomination  into  notice, 
through  the  public  press,  as  nought  else  could  accomplish.  But  since 
to  convene  the  Synod  in  Philadelphia  would  necessitate  the  annulling 
of  certain  laws  of  our  Church,  and  would  involve  a  disregard  of  certain 
enactments  of  last  Synod,  and  hence  would  establish  certain  precedents 
which  would  only  work  injury  to  our  Zion,  I  am  forced  to  take  issue 
with  my  own  preferences  to  have  the  Synod  in  Philadelphia,  and  must 
favor  obedience  to  the  laws  and  enactments  of  the  Church.  Therefore, 
please  note  me,  for  this  reason,  as  being  in  favor  of  holding  the  next 
Provincial  Synod  at  Hope,  Indiana. 

Since,  however,  there  still  confronts  us  the  financial  difficulty  of 
holding  the  Synod  at  Hope  (a  difficulty  to  which  you,  as  the  Treasurer 
of  the  P.  E.  C. ,  called  earnest  attention  at  the  last  Synod  at  Nazareth, 
which  the  Synod  disregarded  by  a  unanimous  and  standin.i  vote  in 
favor  of  Hope  Congregation),  I  propose  that  the  necessary  money  for 
meeting  the  additional  expense  of  convening  the  Synod  there,  be 
raised  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  impose  an  increased  tax  on  the  congre¬ 
gations,  further  than  the  forty  cents  for  each  communicant  member  of 
our  church,  which  has  been  the  requirement  of  Synod  for  some  years 
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pasl,  and  farther  that  the  Snstentati-on  Fund  be  shielded  from  any  draft 
on  its  treasury,  or  that  no  greater  draft  be  made  on  the  Sustentation 
Fund,  than  has  been  already  made  when  Synods  were  held  here  in 
the  East,  or,  in  other  words,  let  the  difference  between  the  amount 
which  was  raised  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  Nazareth  Synod,  which 
Avas  $2390.  and  what  the  Synod  in  Hope  will  cost,  which,  according 
to  latest  calculations,  will  be  $3600;  let  this  difference  of  $1210  be 
raised  by  an  outside  effort.  To  this  end  I  will  obligate  m^^elf  to  pay 
to  yourself,  at  any  time  you  may  elect,  the  sum  of  .$8co.  No  doubt 
the  remaining  difference  between  what  was  raised  for  the  Nazareth 
Synod,  and  what  it  will  cost  to  hold  the  Synod  at  Hope,  Ind.,  can 
easily  be  raised.  No  doubt  Hope  itself,  which  has  so  earnestly  claimed 
the  Synod,  will  contribute  a  good  share.  The  traveling  expenses  inci¬ 
dent  to  convening  the  .Synod  at  Hope,  will  be  about  $3600  ;  perhaps 
even  a  lower  figure  of  expenses  may  be  reached.  The  Railroad  com¬ 
panies,  from  what  I  can  learn,  will  only  charge  half  fare,  west  of  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  and  there  is  a  prospect  that  by  autumn  an  arrangement  may  be 
made  so  as  to  reduce  the  fare  between  Philadelphia  and  Pittsburgh, 
which  will  materially  cut  down  expenses.  There  seems  to  be  a  dispo¬ 
sition  on  the  part  of  Railroad  companies  to  offer  special  reduced  rates, 
in  favor  of  holding  the  Synod  West,  since  by  a  Synod  there,  special 
attention  will  be  called  to  that  portion  of  the  country,  and  thus  encour¬ 
agement  will  be  given  to  emigration  and  traffic  from  the  East ;  and 
thus  new  settlements  may  be  formed,  new  lands  taken  up  and  new 
business  made  for  the  railroads. 

Looking  at  a  Synod  to  be  held  at  Hope,  from  the  same  standpoint, 
may  it  not  give  stimulus  to  our  work  of  church  extension  in  the  West } 
Will  it  not  give  strength  and  encouragement  to  our  ministers  and  mis¬ 
sionaries  in  the  midst  of  their  trials  and  difficulties,  who  are  rendering 
such  excellent  service  in  the  way  of  entering  and  developing  new  fields 
Will  not  the  outside  world  be  able  to  see  that  they  are  not  laboring 
alone,  but  that  they  have  backing  and  sympathy  from  the  East  Will 
we  in  the  East  not  become  better  acquainted  with  our  brethren  in  the 
West  by  a  visit  to  them  Will  we  not  all  better  understand  what 
methods  of  work  are  best  adapted  to  their  important  work  of  extension 
of  our  Church }  Will  not  a  Synod  west  of  the  Allegheny  Mountains, 
so  long  spoken  of,  tend  to  a  closer  union  and  fellowship  of  all  our 
churches?  Will  not  such  a  Synod  give  us  all  a  definite  insight  as  to 
v^'hat  plans  we  should  adopt  for  the  future  work  of  developing  and 
establishing  our  Zion  in  the  great  West  ?  May  there  not  be  sufficient 
advantages  resulting  from  holding  a  Synod  West,  to  more  than  counter¬ 
balance  the  inconvenience  and  expense  of  holding  it  there  ?  May  there 
not  come  back  to  us  in  the  East  a  reflex  influence  for  good  from  such  a 
Synod  among  our  brethren  on  the  other  side  of  the  mountains  ?  May 
we  not  all  return  from  Hope  to  say  :  “It  was  good  to  be  there  ?”  After 
so  much  discussion,  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  some  good  will  be  evolved 
from  this  whole  matter. 

I  hope  that  you  may  be  able  to  discern,  in  what  I  propose,  a  sug¬ 
gestion  or  two  looking  toward  a  solution  of  this  difficulty.  Of  course 
I  shall  give  no  publicity  to  the  legal  opinion  which  I  have  enclosed, 


ffntil  I  have  given  P.  Ph  C.  proper  time  to  consi'clcr  my  proposftions-^ 
and  until  1  hear  what  s-uggestion  your  Board  may  have  to  offer.  Irs 
eonclusion,  1  beg  leave  to  say  that  what  1  have  done  in  this  matter,  I 
have  done  from  motives  liaving  in  view  the  peace  and  barnaony  of  our 
beloved  Zion.  Of  one  thing  I  am  thoroughly  convinced,  the  questionr 
in  dispute  must  be  amicably  and  finally  settled  not  at,  nor  after,  but 
before  Synod.  I  wish  to  Ixj  understood  to  favor  any  measure  which 
will  settle  this  matter  on  a  fair,  equitable,  constitutional  and  final  basis. 
Bespeaking  indulgence  for  inflicting  upon  you  so  lengthy  an  epistle^ 
1  am,  as  ever,. 

YourSy  Sincerely  and  Fraternally, 

H.  S.  HOFFMAN. 
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THE  LEGAL  OPINION  OF  HON.  WM.  A.  PORTER, 

Philadelphia,  March  i8th,  1878. 

The  Provincial  Synod  of  the  Moravian  Church,  which  met  at  Naza¬ 
reth,  Pa.,  in  May,  1876,  adopted  the  following  resolutions: 

'-‘Resolved,  That  we  recommend  that  the  Provincial  Synod  of  1879 
be  held  at  Hope,  Indiana. 

"-Resolved,  That  if  the  congregation  at  Hope  do  not  deem  it  practic¬ 
able  to  entertain  the  Synod,  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference  shall 
convene  it  at  Sharon,  O. ,  or  at  Philadelphia." 

The  word  recommend,  in  the  first  resolution,  was  probably  adopted 
in  place  of  a  word  mandatory  in  its  import,  because  of  some  uncer¬ 
tainty  whether  the  congregation  at  Hope  would  deem  it  practicable  to 
entertain  the  Synod.  Since  the  adjournment  of  the  Synod,  the  congre¬ 
gation  at  Hope  has  taken  the  following  action: 

“Whereas,  The  last  Provincial  Synod  adjourned  to  meet  at  Hope, 
Indiana,  therefore, 

“Resolved,  That  this  congregation  expects  the  Synod  to  meet  here,' 
and  will  cheerfully  entertain  the  members  thereof.” 

The  effect  of  this  action  of  the  Synod  and  of  the  congregation  was 
to  appoint  Hope,  Indiana,  as  the  place  of  meeting  of  the  Provincial 
Synod  of  1879. 

It  should  be  further  stated,  that  before  the  adjournment  of  the  Synod 
of  1876,  it  was  resolved  that  the  President  of  the  Synod,  in  his  response 
to  the  letter  of  the  Unity’s  Elders’  Conference,  should  “express  the 
desire  of  this  Synod  that  the  next  General  Synod  be  convened  at  such 
lime  as  shall  enable  the  American  Province  to  make  its  Provincial  Synod 
of  1879  ^  preparatory  one.”  A  disijnction  seems  to  be  drawn  here 
between  a  Provincial  Synod  and  a  preparatory  one;  and  some  ground  for 
this  may  be  found  in  the  “Results  of  the  Synod  of  the  Protestant  Church 


51. 


of  the  United  Brethren,  or  Ujiiias Frainnn^  held  at  Herrnhut,  in  the  year 
1869,”  p.  73,  title,  “Preparations  preliminary  to  a  General  Synod.” 

The  powers  of  the  body  meeting  in  the  one  capacity  or  the  other, 
do  not  seem  to  be  clearly  defined,  but  the  difference  is  not  important 
in  resolving  the  present  questions,  because,  in  my  judgement,  the  law 
of  the  case  is  applicable  to  a  Synod  which  is  to  meet  in  both  capacities 
or  in  either. 

The  Provincial  Elders’  Conference,  in  February  last,  issued  a 
circular,  setting  forth  that  it  “does  not  feel  free  to  convene  the  prep¬ 
aratory  Synod  at  Hope,  without  having,  in  the  first  place,  endeavored  to 
ascertain  the  sentiment  of  the  church  on  this  point,”  and  suggesting  to 
pastors  and  churches  the  propriety  of  calling  a  church  council  and 
ascertaining  “whether  you  and  your  congregation  are  in  favor  of  hold¬ 
ing  the  Synod  at  Hope,  or  in  the  East,  for  example,  at  Philadelphia,” 
etc.  This  brings  up  the  question  of  the  authority  of  the  Provincial 
Pdders’  Conference,  in  regard  to  changing  the  place  of  meeting  of  the 
Synod.  At  the  request  of  several  influential  ministers  of  the  church, 
I  have  considered  this  subject  very  carefully,  and  I  will  proceed  to 
express  my  views  upon  it. 

In  the  constitution  of  the  American  Province,  the  powers  of  the 
Provincial  Synod  are  set  forth  thus  : 

‘  ‘  The  Synod  of  the  American  Province  shall  have  power  : 

“u-.  To  fix  the  time  and  place  of  meeting  for  the  next  Provincial 
Synod,  but  in  cases  of  emergency,  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference 
may  convene  the  Synod  at  an  earlier  day.” 

In  the  same  Constitution,  these  powers  are  conferred  on  the  Provin¬ 
cial  Elders’  Conference  : 

“</.  In  cases  of  emergency,  to  convene  the  Provincial  Synod. 

“(f.  To  administer  the  government  of  the  Church  in  the  Province 
generally,  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  shall  be  adopted,  from 
time  to  time,  by  the  Provincial  Synod.” 

The  power  referred  to  in  Section  d  is  obviously  the  same  power 
which  is  given  by  Section  a,  quoted  above,  and  as  both  clauses  relate 
to  the  same  subject  matter,  they  are,  by  a  well-known  rule  of  construc¬ 
tion,  to  be  read  together.  By  Section  e,  the  Provincial  Elders’  Con¬ 
ference  is  made  subordinate  to  the  Synod.  The  Conference  is  to 
administer  the  government  of  the  Church,  under  rules  and  regulations 
not  of  its  own  enactment,  but  such  as  the  Synod  shall,  from  time  to 
time,  adopt. 

In  the  Charter  granted  to  the  Board  of  Elders  by  the  State  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  on  the  29th  of  March,  1851  (if  that  Charter  be  applicable  to 
the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference),  the  same  subordination  to  the 
rules,  regulations  and  principles  of  the  Church  is  kept  up. 

In  construing  the  powers  legally  vested  in  these  respective  bodies,  I 
have  arrived  at  the  following  conclusions  : 

1.  The  Synod  of  the  American  Province  clearly  has  the  power  to 
fix  the  time  and  place  of  meeting  of  the  next  Provincial  Synod. 

2.  The  Provincial  Elders’  Conference  has  no  power  whatever  to  fix 


the  place  of  meeting  of  the  Synod.  In  cases  of  emergency,  the  Provin¬ 
cial  Elders’  Conference  has  the  power  to  convene  the  Synod  at  an  earlier 
day  than  that  designated  by  the  preceding  Synod,  but  it  has  no  power 
to  change  the  place  of  meeting.  It  must  convene  the  Synod  at  the 
place  previously  designated  by  the  Provincial  Synod. 

3.  No  power  appears  to  be  given,  in  the  constitution  of  the  Church, 
to  a  majority  of  the  congregations,  or  to  any  number  of  pastors  or 
individuals  acting  with  or  without  direction  from  the  Provincial  Elders’ 
Conference,  to  change  the  time  or  place  appointed  for  the  meeting  of 
the  Synod. 

4.  Any  act  to  this  end  by  the  Provincial  Elders’  Conference,  will  be 
uUra  vires  and  void  in  law,  and  if  carried  out,  may  lead  to  litigation. 

5.  Having  considered  these  questions  vvithout  any  partisan  views, 
I  cannot  conclude  this  opinion  without  suggesting  to  the  ministers  and 
members  of  this  venerable  Church,  the  propriety  of  taking  that  course 
which  is  certainly  free  from  doubt,  by  meeting  at  Hope,  and  not  to 
encounter  the  perils  to  church  government  and  vested  interests  in  prop¬ 
erty,  which  may  result  from  the  acts  ot  a  Synod  illegally  convened,  or 
from  the  meeting  of  two  bodies  at  different  places,  each  claiming  to  be 
the  proper  Constitutional  Synod. 

WILLIAM  A.  PORTER. 
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STATEMENT  OF  SHARON  CONGREGATION, 

SUBMITTED  TO  UNITY’s  ELDERs’  CONFERENCE. 

To  ihe  Unity  s  Elder  s  Conference  of  the  United  Brethren's  Church: 

Dear  Brethren  : — On  the  28th  of  March  our  brother,  Jacob 
Blickensderfer,  addressed  you,  through  Brother  L.  Th.  ReicheC  call¬ 
ing  your  attention  to  a  very  grave  and  serious  question,  which  is 
engaging  the  attention  of  the  Brethren’s  Church  in  this  Province,  and 
upon  which,  we  were  advised,  an  appeal  to  Unity’s  Elders’  Conference 
was  being  prepared  by  two  of  the  brethren  of  our  Provincial  Elders’ 
Conference.  Our  Brother  Blickensderfer  also  stated  to  you  that  he 
had  exerted  himself  to  induce  all  the  members  of  our  P.  E.  C.  to 
unite  in,  and  make  up  jointly,  a  full  and  complete  statement  of  all 
matters  to  be  submitted  to  you  for  decision,  so  that  the  views 
of  both  sides  should  be  presented  at  the  same  time.  He  also  stated 
to  you,  if  this  could  not  be  accomplished,  thai  those  of  us  who  differed 
in  opinion  from  the  two  brethren  of  our  P.  E.  C.  would  deem  it  a 
matter  of  right  and  equity  .to  be  furnished  with  a  copy  of  all  papers 
containing  matters  submitted  to  you  for  decision  by  them,  that  they 
might  be  properly  considered,  and  such  statements  made  with  regard 
to  them,  as  might  be  necessary. 

Unfortunately,  the  brethren  of  our  P.  E.  C.  did  not  agree  on  a 
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3oint  statement  of  tltie  matter,  and,  in  the  shape  which  it  has  now 
assumed,  we,  the  undersigned  Ministers,  Elders  and  Trustees  of  the 
Brethren’s  Congregation  at  Sharon,  Ohio,  desire  most  respectfully  to 
address  you  on  the  subject. 

Among  our  reasons  for  addressing  you  are  the  following  :  The 
authority  which  the  two  members  of  our  P.  E.  C.  claim,  we  believe  to 
be  most  dangerous,  and,  if  exercised  so  as  to  call  the  next  meeting  of 
our  Synod  at  any  other  place  than  Hope,  it  will  be  liable  to  bring  in 
-question,  before  ourci\il  authorities,  the  title  and  succession  to  all  our 
church  property.  The  question  before  us  is  not  a  question  affecting 
merely  the  conduct  and  the  consciences  of  the  members  of  our  P.  E.  C.^ 
binding  on  them  alone,  and  with  which^  as  we  have  been  told,  we, 
individuals  and  congregations,  have  nothing  to  do.  By  no  means. 
Your  decision  will  not  only  bind  them,  but  it  will  likewise  affect  us  ; 
for  if  it  grants  the  power  claimed,  we  shall  be  told  by  our  P.  E.  C. 
that  inasmuch  as  your  decision  has  settled  the  matter  at  issue,  we  must 
also  abide  by  that  decision,  cease  opposition  and  be  obedient  ;  and 
thus  our  consciences  will  be  bound  as  well  as  theirs.  For  this  reason 
we  necessarily  become  parties  interested,  and,  therefore,  entitled  to  a 
hearing.  So,  again,  with  regard  to  any  questions  which  may  have  been 
submitted  to  vou.  If  the  decision  of  them  either  wav,  will  in  anvwise 
bind  us.  members  or  congregations  of  the  Brethren’s  Church,  or  affect 
our  individual  or  property  rights  before  the  civil  authorities,  as  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens,  we  are  interested  parties,  and,  on  all  equitable  principles, 
entitled  to  a  hearing. 

In  order,  if  possible,  to  avoid  the  delay  of  writing  to  Europe,  and 
obtaining  from  you  a  copy  of  the  questions  submitted  by  the  two 
brethren  of  our  P  E.  C.  to  you  for  decision,  and  thus  enable  us  intel¬ 
ligently  to  lay  before  you  our  views  on  the  subject,  our  Brother  Blick- 
ensderfer  made  a  personal  request  of  the  two  members  of  odr  P.  E.  C. 
for  a  copy,  in  detail,  of  all  questions  submitted  by  them  to  you,  the 
decision  of  which  either  way,  would  in  anywise  affect  us,  or  become 
binding  on  individual  members  or  congregations.  In  answer  to  that 
request,  he  was  furnished  with  a  paper,  of  which  we  enclose  a  copy,  (see 
appendix  A). 

With  regard  to  the  contents  of  this  j)aper,  we  request  your  permis¬ 
sion  most  respectfully  to  say: 

That  we  hold  the  statements  in  the  introductory  part  to  contain  an 
entire  misconception  of  the  facts.  The  “Journal  of  the  Provincial 
Synod  of  1876,’'  (see  p.  91,)  contains  all  the  facts,  and  we  maintain 
that  the  Synod,  in  adopting  the  resolution  to  meet  at  Hope,  in  nowise 
either  made  any  recommendation  or  gave  any  instruction  to  P.  E.  C. , 
as  such,  at  all.  P.  E.  C.  was  not  addressed  any  more  than  any  one 
else.  It  was  merely  the  adoption  of  a  resolution  binding  on  the 
Province  at  large,  and  on  every  member  of  the  church  in  it.  A  subse¬ 
quent  resolution  was  addressed  to  P.  E.  C,  (see  p.  92,)  directing  them 
to  fix  the  time  of  meeting.  The  statement  that  no  preparation  was 
made  for  the  meeting  of  a  preparator}’  Synod,  either  with  regard  to  time 
or  place  of  its  meeting,  we  also  hold  to  be  an  error,  as  the  place  for  the 
next  meeting  of  Synod  was  fixed  by  the  Synod  itself,  viz.,  Hope;  and 
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if  It  became  necessary  that  it  should  meet  before  1879,  to  prepare  for  a 
General  Synod,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  it  was  well  understood  P.  Pi. 
C.  could  convene  it  at  an  earlier  day. 

On  the  different  points  presented,  we  remark  as  follows,  in  order : 

1.  Yo-u  will  observe  that  here  the  brethren  speak  of  the  “  Provincial 
Synod"  as  we  do,  and  do  not  call  it  an  ‘-extraordinary  preparatory 
Synod."  VVe  admit  a  case  has  arist-n  for  convening-  the  Synod  at  an 
earlier  date  than  fixed  at  its  last  meeting,  and  we  are  entirely  willing 
that  P.  Pi.  C.  should  so  convene  it,  according  to  law,  namely,  at  Hope. 

2.  We  deny  that  the  General  Constitution  of  the  Unity  confers  any 
such  power.  It  only  provides  that  P.  E.  C.  may  convene  Synod  at  an 
earlier  day  v/hen  necessary  to  do  so,  for  any  purpose.  P.  Pi.  C.  cannot 
change  the  place  of  meeting  after  it  is  fixed  by  Synod  itself 

3.  This  is  a  distinction  which,  to  our  knowledge,  never  was  made 
before  this  time.  It  never  was  thought  of  when  our  constitution  was 
framed,  and  does  not  exist.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  classes  of  Synods, 
in  regard  to  some  of  which  P.  E.  C.  can  exercise  more  power  than 
another.  It  is  a  distinction  only  made,  as  we  believe,  in  order  to  enable 
P.  E.  C.  to  set  up,  claim  and  exercise  a  dangerous  authority  which  does 
not  belong  to  them  ;  and  is  persisted  in,  after  all  financial  difficulties 
have  been  removed,  for  some  reason  which  w-e  cannot  fathom,  as  an 
excuse  for  disregarding  the  plain  will  of  the  Synod,  that  the  next  meet¬ 
ing  should  be  at  Hope. 

4.  We  cheerfully  admit  that  the  Synod,  when  assembled  for  any 
purpose,  is  supreme,  and  can  transact  any  business  it  pleases,  and  re¬ 
solve  to  meet  again  when  and  where  it  will. 

5.  We  deny  that  the  provision  found  in  §  54,  a,  S.  R.  1857,  does 
not  at  all  refer  to  the  present  case,  but,  on  the  contrary,  we  hold  that 
this  provision  does  refer  exactly  to  this  case,  and  provides  the  only  as 
well  as  by«far  the  most  simple  and  easy  way  of  meeting  the  case  in  all 
its  parts  The  Synod  to  assemble  in  1878  is  an  earlier  meeting  of  the 
Synod  of  1879,  prepare  for  a  (jeneral  Synod,  and  it  is  nothing  else. 
We  can  see  neither  reason  nor  necessity  for  the  ingenious  system  of 
“  transformation  ”  contained  in  this  point,  unless  it  be  to  circumvent 
the  plain  design  of  the  Synod  ;  for  such  a  purpose,  however,  it  evinces 
an  acuteness  of  intellect  worthy  of  admiration 

6.  The  principle  here  stated  is  correct,  and  we  claim  nothing  else  ; 
neither  do  we  want  the  introduction  of  any  systems  of  classification, 
transformation,  or  manipulation  of  any  kind,  to  make  the  interpretation 
of  the  Constitution  cumbersome,  to  confer  doubtful  or  dangerous 
authority,  or  to  circumvent  or  discredit  Synods  or  their  enactments. 

7.  Paragraph  83  (4),  S.  R.  1869,  doubtless  confers  the  right  on  P. 
E.  C.  to  decide  whether  a  case  sufficiently  urgent  has  arisen  to  convene 
Synod  in  extraordinary  session.  This  we  fully  admit  ;  but  this  para¬ 
graph  by  no  means  confers  the  right  to  call  such  extraordinary  meeting 
when  and  where  P.  E.  C.  pleases.  The  call  must  be  made,  and  the 
prerogative  exercised  in  strict  accordance  with  previous  legislation,  and, 
as  is  expressly  provided  in  the  paragraph  itself,  “in  conformity  with  the 
rules  and  principles  laid  down  by  each  Provincial  Synod." 

In  addition  to  the  remarks  we  have  made  on  the  contents  of  the 
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paper  marked  (A),  we  wish  to  say  that  we  have  reason  to  believe  that 
points  or  questions  in  which  we  are  interested,  but  which  are  not  con¬ 
tained  in  this  paper,  have  been  submitted  to  you  for  decision.  Among 
these,  we  understand,  one  is,  whether  pastors  or  congregations  have  the 
right  publicly  to  discuss  or  protest  against  action  taken  or  proposed  by 
P.  E.  C.  ' 

Without,  at  this  time,  going  into  an  examination  of  this  question 
in  the  abstract,  what  are  the  facts  in  the  present  case  ? 

The  P.  E.  C.  sends  out  a  circular  (see  Appendix  I),  and,  for  a  pur¬ 
pose  expressed  therein,  they  ask  '‘all  our  pastors  *  *  *  and  churches 
*  *  *  whether  you  and  your  congregation  are  in  favor  of  holding  the 
Synod  at  Hope,  or  in  the  East,  etc  ”  Here  is  a  paper,  issued  by  P.  E. 
C.  itself,  asking  every  pastor  and  every  congregation  to  express  an 
opinion  respecting  the  place  of  meeting  of  the  Synod. 

Is  it  to  be  supposed  there  would  not  be  differences  of  opinion  ? 

Surely  the  P.  E.  C.  expected  differences  of  opinion  ;  and  if  differ¬ 
ences  of  opinion,  would  there  not  be  discussions.? 

Certainly.  Hope  must  be  expected  to  endeavor  to  persuade  other 
congregations  to  vote  in  its  favor.  Indeed  the  very  presentation  of  such 
a  question  involves  both  the  right  of  P.  E.  C.  to  do  the  thing  designed, 
and  the  expediency  of  the  act  itself,  as  well  the  propriety  of  pastors  or 
congregations  participating  in  any  such  action.  All  this  must  produce 
discussion. 

The  simple  question,  whether  the  proposed  action  will  or  will  not  tend 
to  discredit  Synods  and  defeat  their  resolutions,  without  touching  on 
the  right  of  P.  E.  C.  to  do  the  thing  intended,  will  produce  discussion  ; 
and  if  any  one  saw  in  it  danger  to  the  church  or  its  property,  it  was  his 
duty  to  call  attention  to  it,  and  warn  his  brethren.  It  must  also  be 
remembered,  that  in  this  country  our  congregations  are  very  widely 
separated,  hundreds,  and  some  almost  thousands,  of  miles  apart,  and 
the  only  way  of  reaching  them  is  by  circulars,  precisely  as  P.  E.  C.  did. 
How,  then,  can  we  expect  that  congregations  or  individuals,  desiring  to 
communicate  their  views,  shall  not  issue  circulars.?  Such  a  thing  is  un¬ 
avoidable,  especially  when  the  only  church  paper  we  have  refuses  to 
become  the  medium  of  communication.  Now,  in  the  face  of  these 
facts,  how  in  the  name  of  every  principle  of  justice  and  fair  dealing 
between  men,  can  P.  E.  C.  complain  of  a  discussion  necessarily  evoked 
by  their  own  circular  itself,  or  presume  to  censure  any  one  for  it.? 

In  this  connection  should  also  be  considered  the  application  of  some 
of  the  brethren  to  one  of  our  most  eminent  jurists,  the  Honorable 
Judge  Porter,  late  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania, 
for  information  as  to  how  the  proposed  action  of  P.  E.  C.  would  be 
likely  to  affect  the  property  rights  of  the  church,  and  our  standing  be¬ 
fore  the  civil  courts  of  the  land.  For  seeking  this  information  and 
communicating  it  to  the  churches,  our  brethren  have  been  severely 
denounced,  and,  as  we  are  informed,  have  been  threatened  with  pun¬ 
ishment  by  the  two  brethren  of  the  P.  E  C.  Wherein  the  turpitude  of 
such  an  act  consists,  we  are  unable  to  see.  Such  information  is  sought 
and  obtained  by  the  churches  constantly. 

It  is  not  only  the  privilege  of  every  one,  but  often  becomes  the  duty 


of  our  niembers,  clearly  to  ascertain  beforehand  whether  a  proposed 
measure  is  in  accordance  with  law,  and  how  it  will  affect  our  standing’ 
before  the  civil  authorities.  Our  conviction  is,  if  P  E.  C.  had  sought 
such  information  themselves,  and  had  heeded  the  advice  which  we  arc 
satisfied  any  good  counselor  would  have  given  them,  the  present  excite¬ 
ment  in  the  church  would  have  been  avoided. 

We  cannot  sanction  the  idea  that  any  one  should  be  punished  for 
such  an  act.  Nor  is  it  revolutionary,  as  we  are  told  it  is,  for  brethren 
to  speak  or  protest  publicly  against  any  proposed  action  of  the  church 
or  its  authorities.  If  one  considers  contemplated  action  wrong,  dan¬ 
gerous,  or  merely  inexpedient,  he  is  at  Ifberty  to  say  so  whenever  he 
thinks  his  words  will  produce  the  effect  of  preventing  such  action,  and 
thus  saving  the  church  from  harm.  Revolution  means  the  subversion 
of  lawful  authority,  and,  it  seems  to  us,  the  term  would  be  much  more 
applicable  to  the  acts  contemplated  by  the  majority  of  our  P.  E.  C. , 
than  to  anything  which  has  yet  been  done,  during  this  controversy,  by 
congregations  or  members. 

In  conclusion,  we  would  say  that  our  remarks  are  based  only  on 
the  statements  contained  in  the  paper  furnished  us  by  the  two  brethren 
of  the  P.  E.  C. ,  a  copy  of  which  we  send  you;  and  upon  so  much  as 
we  have  been  able  to  learn  of  points  not  contained  in  that  paper,  w'hich, 
we  have  reason  to  believe,  have  been  submitted  to  you.  If  anything 
has  been  submitted  to  you,  which  in  anywdse  affects  us,  upon  wEich, 
from  not  knowing  what  it  is,  we  have  not  been  able  to  express  our¬ 
selves,  we  respectfully  ask,  and  expect  of  you,  a  complete  copy  thereof, 
as  well  as  the  opportunity  of  considering  it,  and  transmitting  to  you 
our  remarks  thereon,  before  any  adverse  decision  is  made. 

It  is  further  to  be  remarked,  that  as  we  have  no  German  copy  of  the 
Synodal  Results  of  1869,  we  have,  necessarily,  been  compelled  to  make 
ail  quotations  from,  and  references  to,  the  translation  thereof  made  by 
cur  English  brethren.  In  consequence,  quotations  had  to  be  retrans¬ 
lated  back  into  German,  and  where  discrepancies  exist  you  will  thus 
understand  why  they  occur. 

With  sincere  respect  and  high  consideration,  and  in  the  hope  that 
the  end  of  this  controversy  will  in  now’ise  disturb  the  harmony  of  the 
church, 


We  subscribe  ourselves,  your  brethren, 

J.  J.  RICKSECKER,  Minisfcr 
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JNO.  D.  CUNNING, 

ELI  LEHN, 

SIMON  MEYER, 

BENJ.  KELLER, 

JOHN  KNAUS, 

E.  C.  MEYER, 

CHAS.  E.  WALTON, 
EBENEZER  McMURRAY, 


[•  Board  of  Elders. 
\ 
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Board  0/  Trustees. 


Sharon,  Ohio,  April  ipth,  i8p8. 
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PINAL  DISPOSITION  OF  THE  CASE. 


At  Hope,  Indiana,  the  ISynod  of  the  Moravian  Church  in  the 
Northern  Province  of  the  United  States  of  America,  on  Monday,  Octo¬ 
ber  14,  1878,  adopted  the  following  amendment  : 

Resolved^  “That  this  Provincial  Synod  sustains  the  Decision  of  the 
Unity's  Pdders’  Conference,  as  set  forth  in  their  letter  dated  Berthelsdorf, 
May  22,  1878," 

By  a  vote  of  81  ayes  to  28  nays. 

The  AYES  were  the  following: 

Rev.  H.  T.  Bachman,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

Del.  Wm.  Buchholz,  of  Bethany,  Minn. 

“  Henry  Bechler,  of  Lititz,  Pa.  • 

“  C.  M.  Baker,  of  First  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Rev.  Jesse  Blickensderfer,  of  York,  Pa. 

“  H.  Brickenstein,  of  Lititz,  Pa. 

“  S.  P.  Clewell,  of  Graceham,  Md. 

“  J.  J.  Detterer,  of  Watertown,  Wis. 

Del.  Henry  Ebbeke,  of  Schoeneck,  Pa. 

“  Charles  Eggert,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

“  Charles  Ernst,  of  Elizabeth,  N.  J. 

Rev.  G.  Feurig,  of  Green  bay,  Wisconsin. 

Del.  Jas.  K.  Fishel,  of  York,  Pa. 

“  Ernst  Friedeman,  Watertown,  Wis. 

“  E.  A.  Frueauff,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

“  J.  F.  Frueauff,  of  Lititz,  Pa. 

Rev.  P.  H.  Gapp,  of  Egg  Harbor,  N.  J. 

Del.  J.  W.  Graeff,  of  Lebanon,  Pa. 

Rev.  J.  J.  Groenfeldt,  of  Ephraim,  Wis. 

“  M.  E.  Grunert,  of  Emaus,  Pa. 

J.  P.  Gutensohn,  of  Unionville,  Mich. 

“  J.  M.  Hark,  of  Second  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

“  R.  W.  Herbst,  of  Gracehill.  la. 

“  W.  H.  Hoch,  of  Harmony,  la. 

“  J.  Hoyler,  of  Laketown,  Minn. 

Del.  Julius  Hans,  of  Hebron,  Minn. 

Rev.  J.  C.  Israel,  of  Palmyra,  N.  J. 

“  A.  M.  Iverson,  of  Fort  Howard,  Wis. 

“  Walter  Jordan,  of  Lebanon,  Pa. 

“  J.  G.  Kaltenbrun,  of  Ebenezer,  Wis. 

“  L.  F.  Kampmann,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 
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"  E.  G,  Klose,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

P^.  T.  Kluge,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

Del.  W.  V.  Knauss,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa, 

“  Herman  Knauss,  of  P2maus,  Pa. 

“  Calvin  Kinsey,  of  P'ry’s  Valley,  O. 

“  P'rancis  Lehman,  of  Plbenezer,  Wis, 

“  Wm.  Leibert,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

“  L.  P*.  Leibfried,  of  Nazareth,  Pa. 

“  C.  A.  Luckenbacb,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

“  John  Luther,  of  West  Salem,  Ill. 

Rev.  Charles  Lanius,  of  Canal  Dover,  O. 

“  H.  Lehman,  of  Manasseh,  Wis. 

“  E.  Leibert,  of  Nazareth,  Pa. 

“  M.  W.  Leibert,  of  New  York  German,  N.  Y. 

J.  M.  Levering,  of  Urichsville,  O. 

C.  Madsen,  of  Sturgeon  Bay,  Wis. 

“  H.  Meinert,  of  Hebron,  Minn. 

“  C.  Moench,  of  Blairstown,  la. 

Del.  Geo.  Marquart,  of  Watertown,  Wis. 

“  E.  Michael,  of  Nazareth,  Pa. 

“  J.  G.  Michael,  of  West  Salem,  Ill. 

“  James  Miksch,  of  L^titz,  Pa. 

Henry  Milchsack,  of  Nazareth,  Pa. 

Rev.  C.  J.  Nagel,  of  Lititz,  Pa 
“  C.  Neu,  of  West  Salem,  Ill. 

“  G.  Oehler,  of  Lake  Mills,  Wis. 

“  E.  A.  Oerter,  of  South  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

“  W.  H.  Oerter,  of  Chaska,  Minn. 

Del.  J.  H.  Ostrander,  of  New  Dorp,  N.  Y. 

Rev.  J.  Praeger,  of  Elizabeth,  N.  J. 

“  A.  A.  fcinke,  of  New  York,  N.  Y. 

“  H.  Reusswig,  of  Bethany,  Minn. 

“  P.  P\  Rommel,  of  Hope  Dale,  Pa. 

Del.  Geo.  Rohrbacher,  of  Hope  Dale,  Pa. 

Rev.  V.  Seiffert,  of  Mamse,  Wis. 

“  E.  Shields,  of  Olney,  Ill. 

“  A.  Schultze,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

“  E.  N.  Schwartze,  of  Freedom,  Wis. 

“  E.  de  Schweinitz,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

“  R.  de  Schweinitz,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

“  H.  A.  Shultz,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa. 

C.  B.  Shultz,  of  Lancaster,  Pa. 

“  Charles  Steinfort,  of  Osborn  City,  Kan. 

Del.  Wm.  Seip,  of  Emaus,  Pa. 

“  Jos.  Siegfried,  of  Schoeneck,  Pa. 

“  Wm.  Tietze,  of  West  Salem,  Ill. 

Rev.  H.  J.  Vanvleck,  of  Gnadenhutten,  O 
“  W.  A.  Vogler,  of  New  Dorp,  N.  Y. 

Del.  M.  J,  Weaver,  of  Lancaster,  Pa. 

‘‘  C.  A.  Zoebisch,  New  York.  — Total,  8i. 


I'he  NAYS  were  the  following: 

Del.  Jacob  Blickensderfer,  of  '^haron,  O. 

“  C.  C.  Blum,  of  Hope,  Ind. 

W.  H.  Chitty,  of  Hope,  Ind. 

“  J.  D.  Cunning,  of  Sharon,  O. 

“  Jesse  Deardorf,  of  Canal  Dover,  O. 

“  S.  W.  Frescoln,  of  First  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Rev.  H.  S.  Hoffman,  of  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

“  F.  R.  Holland,  of  Hope,  Ind. 

“  H.  Jacobson,  ot  First  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

“  C.  Kremer,  of  Fourth  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Del.  H.  Lanius,  of  York,  Pa 

“  D.  Maires,  of  Second  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

A.  Peter,  of  Gnadenhutten,  O. 

Rev.  W.  H.  Rice,  of  Nazareth,  Pa. 

“  B.  Ricksecker,  of  West  Salem,  Ill. 

“  J.  J.  Ricksecker,  of  Sharon,  O. 

‘  ‘  Chas.  Ricksecker,  of  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 

“  J.  J.  Regennas,  of  Schoeneck,  Pa. 

“  E.  J.  Regennas,  of  Hope,  Ind. 

“  W.  H.  Romig,  of  Victor,  la. 

Del.  H.  S.  Rominger^  of  Hope,  Ind. 

“  F.  C.  Siess,  of  Graceham,  Md. 

“  W.  Stephenson,  of  Second  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

“  F.  O.  Sturgis,  of  Lancaster,  Pa. 

Rev.  W.  F.  Shawe,  of  Fifth  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Del.  J.  Wier,  of  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 

Lewis  Winsch,  of  Gnadenhutten,  O. 

Rev.  F.  Wolle,  of  Bethlehem,  Pa.  — Total,  28. 

The  ayes  were  composed  of  32  elected  delegates,  41  pastors  of 
congregations,  and  8  other  clerical  members  of  Synod. 

The  nays  were  composed  of  15  elected  delegates,  10  pastors  of  con¬ 
gregations,  and  3  other  clerical  members  of  Synod. 

The  ayes  resided  38  in  Pennsylvania,  13  in  Wisconsin,  6  in  Min¬ 
nesota,  5  in  Illinois,  5  in  New  York,  4  in  New  Jersey,  4  in  Ohio,  3  in 
Iowa,  I  each  in  Michigan,  Maryland  and  Kansas,  or  48  east  of  the 
Alleghenies  and  33  west  of  the  same. 

The  nays  resided  12  in  Pennsylvania,  6  in  Ohio,  5  in  Indiana,  2  in 
New  York,  i  each  in  Illinois,  Iowa  and  Maryland,  or  15  east  of  the 
Alleghenies  and  13  west  of  the  same. 

Then  the  following  amendment, 

“And  that  the  further  consideration  of  all  questions,  of  whatever 
nature  arising  out  of  the  controversy,  respecting  the  place  of  holding 
this  Synod,  be  indefinitely  postponed,  provided  that  nothing  herein 
contained  shall  prevent  this  Synod  from  considering  such  constitutional 
questions  as  must  be  laid  before  the  General  Synod,’' 

Was  adopted  by  a  vote  of  ic6  to  3,  the  three  nays  being,  Del.  W. 
H.  Chitty,  of  Hope,  Indiana;  Rev.  L.  F.  Kampmann,  of  Bethlehem, 
Pennsylvania,  and  Rev.  W.  H.  Romig,  of  Victor,  Iowa. 
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